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INTRODUCTION 
The question of diplomatic relations between the United States 
and Vatican City has, more than any other foreign policy issue, caused 
bitter dissension between American Protestants and Catholics.l This 
thesis will focus on that portion of this controversy which took place 
between the years 1945 and 1965. 
Opposition to the sending of an American envoy to the Papal court 
existed even in the days of this nation's infancy. Although the Pope 
was the political sovereign of a significant portion of the Italian 
peninsula, 2 John Adams, in 1779, expressed his feeling that the United 
States should be "too wise" to exchange diplomatic representatives with 
His Holiness. However, eighteen years later, when Giovanni Satori, an 
Italian, volunteered for the position of United States consul in Rome--
suggesting that America's trade and her tourists would benefit from the 
establishment of such an office--his offer was accepted. 3 An additional 
twenty-nine years elapsed before the Papal States sent their first 
consular representative to Washington. 4 
1James Ward Smith and A. Leland Jamison (eds.), Religion in 
American Life, Vol. II: Religious Perspectives in American Culture 
("Princeton Studies in American Civilization," no. 5; Princeton, New 
Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1961), p. 146. 
211Church States," Encyclopedia Americana, 1962 ed., Vol. VI, 660-61. 
3Leo Francis Stock (ed.), American Catholic Historical Association 
Documents, Vol. II: Consular Relations Between the United States and the 
Papal States (Washington: American Catholic Historical Association, 
1945), p. xxiii. 
4Ibid., p. xxxvi. 
1 
2 
The reforms which came with the beginning of the pontificate of 
Pius IX and "a just regard to our commercial interests" were cited by 
President Polk as reasons for consideration of more formal diplomatic 
relations with the Papal States. The approval of this proposal and the 
, 
sending of Jacob L. Martin to Rome in 1848 as American charge ~ af faires 
followed bitter congressional debates. 5 Mr. Martin was reminded by 
Secretary of State James Buchanan that his duties were different from 
those of the other diplomats of Rome because of the unique position of 
the United States on matters of church and state. "Our direct relations 
with the Papal States can be only of a commercial character," said 
Buchanan.6 In 1854 the office of American charg~ d' affaires in Rome 
was elevated to that of "resident minister. 11 7 
Reports that the Papal government had ordered the .American 
Protestant Church outside Rome's walls 8 were among the factors which led 
to the 1867 passage of a law prohibiting the expenditure of Federal 
money to support the legation at the Papal court. 9 Secretary of State 
5The opposition charged that establishment of a full diplomatic 
mission was not justified by the limited trade between the two countries. 
Lewis C. Levin of Pennsylvania--a member of the strongly anti-Catholic 
Native American party--protested against what he called a "religious 
link11 between the United States and the Papacy. Charles E. Etches, 
"Diplomatic Relations Between the United States and the Vatican, 11 
Christian Heritage, XXVI (December, 1965), 11; Leo Francis Stock (ed.) 
American Catholic Historical Association Documents, Vol. I: United States 
Ministers !.£ the Papal States (Washington: Catholic University Press, 
1933), pp. xxii-xxiii. 
6 Stock,££.· cit., I, 2~4. 
7Felican A. Foy (ed.), 1965 Catholic Almanac (Patterson, New 
Jersey: St. Anthony's Guild, 1965), p. 252. 
8These reports were denied by Rufus King, the American minister 
to Rome. Stock,££· .£..!!., II, 413-14. 
9Ibid., p. xxix; Charles B. Etches, "Diplomatic Relations Between 
the United States and the Vatican," Christian Heritage, XXVII (January, 
1966), 6-7. 
3 
William H. Seward wrote to the American minister at Rome, Rufus King, 
"This law leaves your mission still existing but without compensation. 1110 
King resigned and no successor was appointed. Although the Papal States 
were soon conquered by Italy, Louis B. Binsee continued to be recognized 
as Papal consul in the United States, but no one was appointed to take 
his .place when he died in 1895. 11 
The next American diplomat to be sent to the Holy See was William 
Howard Taft, Governor-general of the Philippine Islands. When the United 
States had taken possession of this territory, it had been faced with the 
problem of what to do regarding the property which the Filipinos had 
seized from the Catholic friars. Taft was sent by President Theodore 
Roosevelt to negotiate this issue with the Pope. The affair was settled 
by the payment of $7,200,000 to the Vatican in compensation for the 
friars' lands.12 
In spite of the fact that the Pope was no longer a temporal ruler, 
many states continued to have diplomatic representatives at the Vatican. 13 
Rumors that the United States was about to join their number brought cries 
of protest from the nation's Protestant periodicals, but the Catholic 
press was in favor of such a move.14 
The Pope's political status changed in 1929 when the Lateran 
lOstock, loc. cit. 
11Ibid., p. xx.xvii; Foy, loc. cit. 
12Benjamin J. Blied, Four Essays (Milwaukee: By the author, 1949), 
pp. 64-66. 
13Harry E. Westermeyer, "Papal . Sovereignty and the Creation of the 
Vatican State" (unpublished Master's dissertation, College of the Pacific, 
1934), p. 60. 
1411American Representation at the Vatican," Literary Digest, 
I.XIX (April 2, 1921), 32. 
4 
T t d h . . f t• h d d t• 15 1 d . h. rea y ma e im sovereign o a iny un re -acre na ion ocate wit in 
the City of Rome, but a decade passed before an American envoy was sent 
to the new state. 
15vatican City's area is 108.7 acres. John J. Smith (ed.), The 
Americana Annual: 1964 (New York: The Americana Corporation, 1964), 
p. 704. 
CHAPTER I 
THE TAYLOR MISSION 
Creation of the Mission 
President Franklin D. Roosevelt wanted to send an ambassador to 
Pope Pius XII to discuss such problems as the Catholic refugee situation 
which would follow World War II. 1 Knowing that such a move could cause 
domestic complications,2 he referred to Myron C. Taylor--the man chosen 
in December, 1939, to fill this post--as his 1ipersonal representative." 
Although Taylor was given the rank of an ambassador, Roosevelt denied 
that he was establishing diplomatic relations with the Vatican. 3 
This act was immediately criticized in Protestant circles. 
Leaders of several denominations went to the White House with their 
protests, and Senator Josiah W. Bailey of South Carolina expressed his 
objections in a letter to the President.4 Christian Century charged that 
it was a political move instigated by members of the Roman Catholic 
hierarchy and designed to win the votes of American Catholics.5 It 
lElliot Roosevelt (ed.), The Roosevelt Letters (London: George G. 
Harrap & Co., Ltd., 1952), III, 276-77. 
2cordell Hull, The Memoirs of Cordell Hull (New York: The Macmillan 




Robert A. Graham, Vatican Diplomacy: ~ Study ~ Church and State 
International Plane (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University 
1959), pp. 327-29. 
4Roosevelt, .£P..· £iE_., p. 304. 
511How 'Personal' is this Representative?" Christian Century, LVII 
(January 3, 1940) 3; Romulus, -"Background of the Taylor Embassy," ibid., 
LVII (March 13, 1940), 350-51. 
5 
6 
declared that Taylor's appointment was unconstitutional because it had 
not been confirmed by the Senate6 and because it placed one church in a 
special position.7 Similar views were expressed by members of various 
Protestant faiths but many other Protestants disagreed completely.8 The 
Federal Council of Churches. approved the mission, but only on a strictly 
temporary basis. It expressed opposition to any permanent arrangement 
and said it would not tolerate any official relations between the United 
States and the Papacy.9 
Roosevelt's Last Days 
The controversy died down after Pearl Harbor led the United States 
into World War II, but as the years went by signs of dissatisfaction 
became more and more visible. 10 In January, 1945, the Federal Council of 
Churches again published a statement opposing diplomatic relations with 
Vatican City but approving "a temporary contact for a clearly defined 
611 Call Mr. Taylor Home," ibid., LVII (February 28, 1940), 272-73; 
"An Illegal Ambassador," ibid., LVII (March 13, 1940), 344. 
7christian Centurx cited Roosevelt's statement that he was send-
ing Mr. Taylor to the Pope as the head of a church rather than as the 
ruler of a state. "An Unamerican Appointment," ibid., LVII (January 10, 
1940), 38. Another article in this journal said, "Full diplomatic 
relations with the Vatican solely as a temporal state would be about as 
necessary as to exchange ambassadors with the dwarf states of San Marino, 
Andorra, or Liechtenstein." Romulus, loc. cit. 
8Among those who stated opposition to the Taylor mission were 
members of Evangelical, Baptist, and Lutheran churches. Two Pr.esbyterians 
and an Episcopalian were among those who criticized Christian Century's 
position. E. M. Hegge, ~· al., "Correspondence," Christian Century, 
LVII (January 24, 1940), 116-18; George William Brown, et. al., 
"Correspondence, 11 ibid., LVII (February 7, 1940), 186-8-S.- -
911The Federal Council Approves President's Envoy to Pope," ibid., 
LVII (February 7, 1940), 163-64; "Back Temporary Vatican Mission," ibid., 
LVII (February 7, 1940), 189; "An Illegal Ambassador," ibid., LVII 
(March 13, 1940), 345. 
10 Robert I. Gannon, "The Cardinal and the President," Look, XXVI 
(February 27, 1962), 60. 
7 
purpose of negotiation concerning a specific political or economic matter" . 
such as the Taft mission.11 A declaration address~d to President 
Roosevelt, Winston Churchill, and Joseph Stalin in the same month as the 
publication of the Federal Council statement opposed any involvement of 
the democracies in any deal with Vatican City. Francis Cardinal Spellman 
/ 
reacted to this by saying, "It is difficult for me to believe there are 
1,600 ordained ministers and religious leaders in our country who would 
put their names to a document offering insult to 25 million fellow 
Americans." To this Harvard University's Gaetano Salvemini replied, 
"According to the Archbishop, there are two classes of American citizens-
25 million Catholics who have the right to connnand and 100 million non-
Catholics who have the duty to obey whenever the pope is concerned. 1112 
It should be emphasized that the actions of both the Federal 
Council of Churches and the 1,600 ministers were not directed specifically 
against the Taylor mission, although the Council statement expressed a 
hope that it would not set a precedent but would be treated as a wartime 
emergency measure. 13 The chief protests against having a "personal 
representative" at the Vatican came after Roosevelt's death. Meanwhile 
Taylor was receiving praise for the distribution of food and clothing 
llThis statement was adopted by the Council's Biennial Meeting of 
November 28-30, 1944. "Maintaining Separation of Church and State," 
Federal Council Bulletin, XXVIII (January, 1945), 8. In 1950 Anson 
Phelps Stokes concluded "from a study of newspaper comments of the 
Taylor incident and its aftermath" that "this represents the sober judg-
ment of a majority of the citizens of the United States. 11 Anson Phelps 
Stokes, Church and State in the United States (New York: Harper & 
Brothers, 1950), II, 109. 
12Robert I. Gannon, "U.S. and Vatican: an Untold Story," U. S. 
News & World Report, LII (March 19, 1962), p. 117. 
13 11Maintaining Separation of Church and State," Federal Council 
Bulletin, XXVII (January, 1945), 8 (cf. Stokes, loc. cit.). 
8 
which he had undertaken while on his assignment in Rome 14 and at least 
one author considered it "a safe guess" that he had received extremely 
valuable information which had enabled the Allies to conduct the war 
more effectively.15 
Taylor's Reappointment 
Harry S. Truman's reappointment of Myron C. Taylor as his personal 
representative to the Holy See brought renewed opposition as many Americans 
realized that--contrary to their hopes--the Taylor mission's existence 
had not ended with the termination of Roosevelt's presidency.16 The 
Georgia Baptist Convention found even more reason to protest when the 
wartime emergency mission had not been closed at the end of the war. 
Their resolution, asking Truman to terminate immediately an office which 
they considered to be unconstitutional was inserted in the Congressional 
Record by Georgia's Representative Malcolm C. Tarver. 17 Another request 
for Taylor's withdrawal was passed by the General Assembly of the 
Presbyterian Church in the United States on May 28, 1945. 18 Among the 
letters received at the White House was one which indicated that many of 
14New York Times, February 7, 1945, p. 11. 
15camille M. Cianfarra, The Vatican and the War (New York: E. P. 
Dutton & Company, Inc., 1945),P, 296. ---
16 11What is the Status of the Vatican Embassy?" Christian Century, 
LXII (May 23, 1945), 621; Robert I. Gannon "U.S. and Vatican: An Untold 
Story, 11 U.S. News & World Report, LII (March 19, 1962), 117 (cf. New York 
Times, April 17, 1945, p. 9, May 30, 1945, p. 3, June 1, 1945, p. 1). 
l7u.s. Congressional Record, 79th Cong. 1st Sess., 1945, XCI, A5035. 
180Meeting of the Eighty-fifth General Assembly of the Presbyterian 
Church in the United States, 11 Southern Presbyterian Journal, IV (July, 
1945), 14-15. The Presbyterian Church in the United States of America 
passed a similar resolution a year later. New York Times, May 27, 1946, 
p. 26, May 28, 1946, p. 23. 
9 
Truman's supporters hoped the Taylor mission would soon end because of the 
unfavorable reaction of "the great mass of American voters" and which 
predicted, "The longer it is continued the deeper will become the feeling 
against it, 111 9 Another protested, "When our Government sends an official 
recognition to one church which it denies to others, and this is against 
the spirit of our American Constitution. 11 20 
Taylor's post was seen from a completely different perspective 
by a member of the Allied Military Government in Italy, Lieutenant Ralph 
H. Major, Jr., who hoped that Truman would continue the mission to Vatican 
City. He stated that it had benefitted the United States in several 
ways: as a "listening post" in the midst of enemy territory obtaining 
valuable information about such matters as American prisoners of war in 
Germany, as a source of assistance to Americans stranded in fascist Italy, 
as a means of keeping the Pope informed on American public opinion, and 
as a representative of the United States in peace talks. The Taylor 
mission's valuable assistance to the Allied cause, he declared, had 
t . d ft I 1 1 l'b · 21 con inue even a er ta y s i eration. 
Apparently Truman had a similar view •. When Taylor returned to 
Rome after a short stay in the United States, the President praised the 
Vatican mission's contributions to the cause of peace and its humanitarian 
efforts, expressing confidence in its ability to be equally useful in the 
19The letter also expressed the opinion that running a "listening 
post" was "low business" for a church. The Papers of Harry S. Truman: 
Official File, Harry S, Truman Library, Independence, Missouri, File 
76-a, Whitaw to Ross, July 2, 1945. 
20rbid., Langer to Truman, June 27, 1945. 
21Major wrote a letter to the editor disagreeing with its editorial 
position. Ralph H. Major, Jr. "What Vatican Embassy Does," Christian 
Century, I.XII (August 22, 1945), 959. 
10 
future .. Truman said he had profited from the reports of Taylor's 
audiences with the Pope and he felt that his representative could 
11continue to render helpful service to the cause of Christian civili-
zationo 1122 
Denominational Resolutions 
The official protests of the Presbyterians and the Georgia 
Baptists were soon joined by those of the Methodistso The 1946 annual 
conference of the Methodist Church asked the President to quickly bring 
America's "farcical and illegal relationship" with the Vatican to an 
endo23 A year later the Council of Bishops of the Methodist Church called 
for the termination of a situation which violated 11what an overwhelming 
majority of the American people believe to be an American principle .. 1124 
In addition to asking for Taylor's withdrawal, the Methodist Federation 
for Social Action adopted a resolution in December, 1947, requesting a 
Justice Department investigation to determine whether the Foreign Agents 
Registration Act was being violated by agents of the "foreign power" of 
Vatican Cityo 25 
In the summer of 1947, after hearing Charles Clayton Morrison, 
the founder of Christian Century, denounce the Taylor mission, the Inter-
national Convention of the Disciples of Christ passed a resolution 
urging Truman to put an end to American relations with the Vatican. 26 
22UoSo, Department of State, United States and Italy, 1936-1946: 
Document ary Record (Washington: United States Government Printing Office, 
1946), Po 205. 
23New York Times, June 1, 1946, p. 11. 
24Ibid., May 8, 1947, p. 26. 
25rbid., December 30, 1947, p. 1. 
26Ibid., July 31, 1947, p. 19 
' 
August 2, 1947, p. 14. 
11 
Two years later another Disciples of Christ resolution asked Truman to 
fulfill his promise to recall Taylor.27 
Similar action was taken in 1946 by at least three regional 
Lutheran groups. The Northwestern ·-and Central Districts of the American 
Lutheran Church and The United Lutheran Synod of New York passed resolu-
tions indicating opposition to the continuation of Taylor's office. 28 
The Georgia Baptist Convention was not the only Baptist organi-
zation opposing the Vatican mission. Both the Southern Baptist Convention 
and the Northern Baptist Convention repeatedly asked for the termination 
of Taylor's appointmcnt,29 and protests were also drawn ~p by some 
individual Baptist churchcs30 and regional Baptist organizations.31 
27rbid., October 30, 1949, p. 37. 
28 11 Northwestern Lutherans ask Taylor's Recall, 11 United Evangelical 
Action, V (June 15, 1946), 11; New York Times, June 21, 1946, p. 11; 
11President Ignores Protests Against Vatican Embassy," Christian Century, 
LXIII (May 15, 1946), 612. 
2 9The Papers of Harry S. Truman, loc. cit., Newton to the President, 
June 5, 1946, "Southern Baptists Petition President Truman to Terminate 
~ir. Taylor's Appointment to the Vatican, and to Call the Vatican Embassy 
Home," May 16, 1946; New York Times, May 17, 1946, p. 4, May 8, 19117, p. 
22, May 9, 1947, pa 18, May 19, 1947, Po 18, May 30, 1948, Po 360 When 
Truman declined to speak at the 1947 Southern Baptist Convention and 
visited Missouri on its final day, observers concluded that he was 
reproving his denomination for its outspoken criticism on this subject 
and the New Jersey school bus affairo In addressing this convention, 
Harold E. Stassen purposely made clear his opposition to the Southern 
Baptist position on these issues. Harold E. Fey, "Why They Behave Like 
Southern Baptists," Christian Century_, LXIV (May 21, 1947), 6480 A few 
days later Stassen sent a telegram to the Northern Baptist Convention 
saying, "It was neither helpful nor constructive for his denomination to 
protesto" New York Times, May 23, 1947, p. 19. 
30The Papers of Harry s. Truman, 1££. cit., First Baptist Church 
of Vivian, Louisiana to Truman, June 15, 1946, Stewart to the President, 
July 8, 1946. 
21. 
31New York Times, October 25, 1945, p. 13, November 16, 1945, Po 
12 
Among the other church groups which went on record against the 
nation's having a personal representative at Vatican City were the 
Congregational Christian Churches, the Seventh-day Adventists, the 
Reformed Church in America, the Evangelical and Reformed Church and the 
Universalist Church.32 
The Oxnam Delegations 
A delegation of eleven Protestant church leaders, led by the 
President of the Federal Council of Churches, Methodist Bishop G. Bromley 
Oxnam, called on President Truman June 5, 1946, and expressed opposition 
to any form of United States-Vatican diplomatic relations, urging the 
recall of Myron C. Taylor and the termination of his office. Claiming to 
represent thirty million church members, they presented resolutions 
passed by several denominations opposing the Vatican post. 33 The Federal 
Council announced a few days later that Truman had assured them Taylor's 
mission was a temporary one which would certainly end with the signing of 
the peace treaties.34 
32Joseph Martin Dawson, Separate Church and State Now (New York: 
Richard R. Smith, 1948), pp. 62, 76, 78; New York Times, June 6, 1946, 
p. 6, June 25, 1946, p. 4. 
33The resolutions presented were from Northern and Southern Baptist, 
Reformed, Universalist, and three Presbyterian denominations as well as 
32 regional organizations and of the Federal Council of Churches. Among 
the denominations represented in the delegation were two Lutheran groups, 
two Presbyterian groups and two Baptist groups. The editors of Christian 
Century and Watchman-Examiner were also present. New York Times, June 6, 
1946, pp. 1, 6; "Storm Over the Vatican," Newsweek, XXVII (June 24, 1946), 
82; "Protest," Time, XVII (June 17, 1946), 69; "Pray--and Watch," Christian 
Century, LXIII (June 19, 1946), 774. 
34New York Times, June 12, 1946, p. 11 (cf. June 7, 1946, p. 13). 
Truman substantially confirmed this on June 14 when he announced that he 
intended to terminate the position of "Personal Representative of the 
President to the Pope," but he said Taylor would remain at his post until 
his mission--helping to re-establish peace in the world--was completed. 
He denied saying he would recall Taylor or setting a termination date for 
the mission, but said there would be no successor to Taylor after he 
completed his job. Ibid., June 15, 1946, p. 1. This statement produced 
"a most painful impression in the Vatican," Ibid., June 16, 1946, p. 18. 
13 
Roscoe Drurrunond, Washington Bureau chief of the Christian Science 
Monitor, pointed out that the anti-representation resolutions "were not 
merely personal protests of Protestant religious leaders. They were . 
democratically passed by the authorized groups of the large Protestant 
denominations in the United States." He thought the "unity of conviction" 
on this matter "represented a weight of judgment and influence which no 
American President could safely ignore. 1135 
On the other hand, the position of the Oxnam delegation was 
criticized by R. Gordon Wasson, a Protestant, who said: 
Everyone who is familiar with the services rendered by the 
diplomatic office of our Government at the Holy See in recent years 
knows how valuable that office has been in furthering the cause of 
right. With Christendom today under mortal attack from within and 
from without, these Protestant ministers are performing a grave 
disservice. . . by advocating retrogression toward disunity in the 
Christian fold. 
The spokesmen of the Federal Council of Churches and other 
Protestant churchmen have for years been volunteering advice to 
states and statesmen about political questions, national and inter-
national. It ill becomes them to talk about separation of church 
and state.36 
A stronger attack on the delegation was made by Cardinal Spellman 
in a commencement speech at Fordham University: 
When reunions of large groups of religious leaders, with the 
pretext of representing 30 or 40 million Americans, sow seeds of 
dissension and disunion, I feel it my duty as an American and as a 
Catholic to help defend our nation against such misrepresentations. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Bigots lay foundations of falsehoods that have the general 
appearance of truth, and thus they incite domestic strife and sabatoge 
the general welfare of the country. Surely these ministers of God 
know that even with the signing of peace treaties peace will be 
difficult to attain, yet they wish withdrawn from his mission a man 
who, by the statements of two Presidents, helped bring some measure 
of peace to this war-ridden world! 
35He also indicated that Protestants believed "the promotion of 
genuine world peace" could "only find effective assistance from those 
standing for genuine religious liberty." Christian Science Monitor 
(Boston), June 11, 1946, p. l. 
36New York Times, June 17, 1946, p. 20. 
14 
lvhat reason then have these men of religion to make such demands 
of the President of these United States? Is it the anti-Catholicism 
of unhooded Klansmen sowing seeds of dissension within our treasured 
nation? 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Only the absence of good will cnn misrepresent his presence there 
or charge our last two Presidents with violating the letter and the 
spirit of the American Constitution to keep him thcre!37 
The Cardinal said that the Taylor mission was no more contrary to the 
principle of separation of church and state "than is the representation 
from this country to the Court of St. James, where the King is the head 
of both Church and State. 1138 
Bishop Oxnam's reply expressed regret for the terminology used 
by Spellman, asking how a respectful request for the termination of a 
position which Protestants believed violated an American principle could 
be interpreted as sabotaging the general welfare and inciting domestic 
strife. 
The Roman Catholic Church insists upon being a church and a state. 
How can an American citizen be at once loyal to his own country and 
his President and also loyal to another political state and its 
political ruler, if the two states differ in international policy? 
Is it not better for a church to be a church and not try to be a 
church and state? 
I, of course, do not question the personal patriotism of Cardinal 
Spellman or any Roman Catholic.39 
Christian Century's reaction to Spellman's speech was less 
37Robert I. Gannon, The Cardinal Spellman Story (New York: 
Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1962), pp. 169-71. 
38New York Times, June 13, 1946, p. 2; "Storm Over the Vatican," 
Newsweek, XXVII (June 24, 1946), 82. 
390xnam also said, "Cardinal Spellman knows the Roman Catholic 
Church does not believe in the separation of church and state. Protes-
tants do so believe. We desire religious liberty for every Roman 
Catholic, every Jew, every Protestant." New York Times, June 13, 1946, 
p. 2. Edward McCaffrey, a leader of the Catholic War Veterans, answered 
Oxnam's questions about conflicting loyalties by saying Catholicism only 




The eminent prelate falsifies the known facts. The Protestant 
ministers to whom he refers are not klansmen or the spokesmen for 
klansmen, hooded or unhooded, and he knows it .... In substance 
he says: Whoever opposes any program or desire of the Roman 
Catholic Church is a bigot and a klansman. . . . His analogy between 
the Vatican embassy and diplomatic representation at the British 
court is false in fact. Mr. Taylor's mission, as President Roosevelt 
said, is "to the pope~ head of the Roman Catholic Church," and his 
toy state ... is incidental and irrelevent; the ambassador to the 
British court is sent to the civil head of a powerful empire who 
happens, by an accident of history, to be technically the head of a 
church, in which capacity he wields no authority either abroad or 
at home. 40 
The opinion of Dr. Everet R. Clinchy, president of the National 
Conference of Christians and Jews, was that Protestants did not need to 
be alarmed over the Taylor affair, but that Protestant leaders had a 
right to make their convictions known in a dignified way and their motives 
should not be questioned. He, like Wasson, considered the controversy 
a step backward from the progress which had been made toward greater 
cooperation and understanding between religious groups in the United 
States.41 
Five of the eleven members of the 1946 delegation met with Truman 
again on November 14, 1947. They reported that the President had re-
affirmed his earlier statements that Taylor's post would terminate with 
40This article went on to say, "The Vatican embassy is the fruit of 
his @pellman'aj labors. No wonder the prospect of frustration ... 
arouses the cardinal's anger." "Cardinal Spellman Helps the Klan," 
Christian Century, I.XIII (June 26, 1946), 797. The fact that Spellman 
was largely responsible for the creation of the Taylor mission is admitted 
by the Jesuit biographer of the Cardinal. Gannon, The Cardinal Spellman 
Story, pp. 153-55. Spellman's Fordham University speech was also criti-
cized by the leftist New ·York Militant in an anti-Vatican article. 
Militant (New York) June 22, 1946, p. 3. 
41He said the Roman Catholic Church had "historically developed 
official relations with state governments. Through these sources and 
through the lay and clergy leaders in every land, the Vatican gathers 
valuable information which Mr. Taylor has been able to relay" to the 
American Presidents. New York Times, July 10, 1946, p. 3. 
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the signing of the peace treaties.42 
1948 Presidential Candidates 
Each of the three main Presidental candidates in the 1948 election 
were asked to state their position on the Taylor mission by William B. 
Lipphard, president of the Associated Church Press and editor of Missions, 
a Baptist publication. Truman's secretary, Charles G. Ross, answered on 
behalf of the President that it would be terminated when peace was made. 
The answer of Republican nominee Thomas E. Dewey was non-committal: 
"There are many questions of administrative policy which an incoming 
President cannot and sho9ld not decide until after he takes office." The 
Progressive Party candidate, Henry A. Wallace, flatly opposed the mission, 
saying, "A count:-y like the United States which has taken a very special 
stand with re gard to separation of church and state, should hardly give 
this kind of recognition to one church without giving similar recognition 
to all churches. 1143 
Christian Century's Opposition 
Christian Century continued the editorial battle against the 
Taylor mission which it had been fighting Since 1940, 44 declaring that 
42The delegates were Samuel McCrea Cavert, general secretary of 
the Federal Council of Churches, G. Bromley Oxnam, a bishop of the 
Methodist Church and former President of the Federal Council, Edwin J. 
Dahlberg, president of the Northern Baptist Convention, Louie D. Newton, 
president of the Southern Baptist Convention, and W. E. Garrison, 
representing the Disciples of Christ. Ibid., November 15, 1947, p. 9; 
"The Vatican Embassy and Religious Unity," Christian Century, LXIV 
(November 26, 1947), p. 1445. 
43New York Times, September 20, 1948, · p. 14; "The Candidates and 
the Taylor Embassy," Christian Century, LXV (October 6, 1948), 1027. 
According to the latter source the trouble with the Ross statement was 
that peace would probably never be made. Ibid. 
44supra, pp. 5, 6. 
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it was "an insult to Protestants, an embarrassment to sensitive and fair-
minded Catholics, and an affront to all citizens who have any regard for 
the fundamental American principle of avoiding the entanglement of our 
government with ecclesiastical politics and refusing to play favorites 
among the churches. 1145 The Patriarch in Moscow and the Archbishop of 
Canterbury, it suggested, had as much right to a representative from the 
United States as the Pope; singling the latter out for this honor as though 
he were the acknolwedged leader of all the world's religious and moral 
forces was said to be a cause of disunity. 46 
As Christian Century saw it, American relations with the Vatican 
were a hindrance to world peace because they interferred with Russo-
American accord, 47 yet they were not advancing the interests of freedom 
because the Vatican was no friend of liberty.48 It said the idea that 
the Vatican was a source of intelligence information put the Catholic 
hierarchy in a bad light because it implied that the Catholic Church in 
each nation was a spy system whose loyalty to another state was demon-
strated by its willingness to provide the latter with secret information, 
suggesting that if the Vatican could tell the United States foreign 
secrets it could also tell other nations American secrets.49 
45 11The Vatican Embassy Fraud," Christian Century, LXIII (April 3, 
1946), 422 . 
. 4611Pray--andWatch, 11 ibid., LXIII (June 19, 1946), p. 775; "Uniting 
the Moral Forces," ibid., LXIV (September 17, 1947), 1103; "The Vatican 
Embassy and Religious Unity, 11 ibid., LXIV (November 26, 1947), 1445; "A 
Permanent Embassy at the Vatican?" ibid., LXVI (March 23, 1949), 357. 
47"Mr. Truman: Recall Myron C. Taylor, 11 ibid., I.XIII (December 4, 
1946), 1460. 
48"Pray-~and Watch, 11 ibid., LXIII (June 19, 1946), 774-775. 
4911Columnist Defends Taylor Embassy," ibid., LXIV (January 29, 
1947), 134; ' 1Mr. Truman: Recall Myron C. Taylor," ibid., I.XIII (December 
4, 1946), 1460. In connection with this argument, one might mention the 
18 
Anyway, said this Protestant journal, the American Ambassador to Italy 
could learn as much as the Papal secretariat wanted to tell him, and 
Taylor could learn no more than that; the Vatican played only its own 
game and was much too clever to be used. 11 50 
Not having seen any evidence that the Taylor mission had accom-
plished anything, Christian Century considered it a waste of the tax-
payer's money because it cost the nation about $40,000 each year--in 
spite of the 1867 law prohibiting the spending of money for an American 
legation at the Vatican. 51 It especially attacked the continuation of 
the mission after the signing of the treaties with Italy and the Axis 
1947 letter demanding an investigation to determine if Vatican repre-
sentatives in the United States were violating the Foreign Agents 
Registration Act, sent to the Attorney General of the United States by 
Carlyle Adams, editor of the Presbyterian Tribune, and six other ministers 
in reaction to reports that all Roman Catholic civil servants in 
Yougoslavia involved in the trial of members of the hierarchy had suffer-
ed "minor excommunications." Carlyle Adams, et. al., "Vatican Repre-
sentatives," Nation, Cl.XIV (January 18, 1947), 83. A letter to the New 
York Times explained the stand of the Methodist Federation for Social 
Action on this issue: "If any church operates also as a sovereign state 
its political representatives in America should not be exempt from 
American laws." New York Times, February 20, 1948, p. 26. 
5011Pray--and Watch," Christian Century, LXIII (June 19, 1946), 
774-75. 
51 11The Vatican Embassy Fraud," LXIII (April 3, 1946), 423; "Presi-
dent Ignores Protest Against Vatican Embassy," ibid., (May 15, 1946), 612; 
"Time for Mr. Taylor to Retire from Rome," ibid., I.XVII (January 4, 1950), 
4; "Time for Taylor to Resign," ibid., LXVI (January 5, 1949), 4; "What 
is Delaying Mr. Taylor Now," ibid., LXIV (April 16, 1947), 485; "Uniting 
the Moral Forces," ibid., LXIV (September 17, 1947), 1104; 11Taylor Given 
Medal for Service at Vatican," ibid., LXVI (January 5, 1949), 4; . 
"Truman and the Vatican," ibid., I.XVII (March 8, 1950), p. 296. Christian 
Century's opinion regarding the Taylor mission's accomplishments was 
supported by the research director of American Civil Liberties Union who 
said, "Our State Department is said to believe that 'no information of 
substantial value was derived which could not have been obtained in other 
ways.'" Louis Joughin, "The Vatican Appointment: The Further Impli-
cations," American Scholar, XXII (Winte~-, 1952-53), 88. 
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satellites52 and Taylor's acceptance of a title of nobility from the 
Pope as temperal ruler which--to the editors of Christian Century--
seemed like a violation of the Constitutional provision requiring anyone 
holding public of £ice to secure Congressional approval before accepting 
such an honor.53 
The journal was gratified by the reader reaction to its campaign 
against the continuation of Taylor's office. "The volume and tone of 
subscriber's responses ••. gives us reason to believe that, outside 
of circles politically connnitted to applauding whatever the White House 
did, the country has all along been keenly critical of the anomalous and 
confused arrangement. 11 54 The letters printed on its columns were evidence 
that Christian Century was succeeding in its efforts to mobilize oppo-
sition to the Taylor missiono55 
Position of Interdenominational Organizations 
One of the things which led to the formation of Protestants and 
Other Americans United for the Separation of Church and State in January, 
1948, was the Taylor affair. The new organization declared that the 
52 11What is Delaying Mr" Taylor Now," Christian Century, LXIV 
(August 27, 1947), 1011; "Uniting the Moral Forces," ibid., LXIV 
(September 17, 1947), 1104; "Let the Senate Investigate the Taylor 
Embassy," ibid., LXIV (October 15, 1947), 1229. 
5311The Vatican Embassy Fraud," ibid., LXIII (April 3, 1946), 424; 
"Footnotes on the Vatican Embassy Fraud," ibid., LXIII (May 1, 1946), 
549-50 (cf. New York Times, March 12, 1946, p. 11). 
54"Er~y--and Watch," Christian Century, I.XIII (June 19, 1946), 774. 
55charles Brower, et alo, "The Vatican Embassy Fraud," ibid., 
(April 17, 449-500. The editors replied to one of the few letters it 
published indicating approval of the mission with a rebuttal indicating 
that a lack of Senatorial confirmation made Taylor's position un-
constitutional. Jo M. O'Neill, "The Taylor Embassy," ibid., LXIV 
(November 19, 1947), 1424. 
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Roman Catholic church had made "ominous progress in its strategy of 
winning for itself a position of special privilege in relation to the 
state" through "an ambassadorship to the Pope. 11 It issued a manifesto 
demanding the discontinuation of that post and making the accomplishment 
of this one of its eight immediate objectivcs.56 
A quick response came from John Eo Swift, Supreme Knight of the 
·Knights of Columbus, who--on behalf of his organization--declared that 
Americans United was "loaded with intolerance" and called the new group's 
statement about the Taylor post a "complete disregard for factso 11 57 
Archbishop John To McNicholas asserted that Catholics had never considered 
Vatican representation a religious matter, saying the only motive for it 
was its advantage to the United States and to world peace.58 Fo A. Fink, 
managing editor of Our Sunday Visitor, wrote to President Truman asking 
him to make a statement denying the Americans United charge that the 
Catholic hierarchy had pressured Roosevelt into making the Taylor appoint-
ment, reminding him that losing the Catholic vote would bring defeat to 
56New York Times, January 12, 1948, ppo 1, 12; Smith and Jamison, 
Religion in American Life, II, 146; Elmer Plishke, Conduct of American 
Diplomacy ("Van Nostrand Political Science Series;" New York: Do Van 
Nostrand Company, Inc., 1950), pp. 58-59. The relative importance which 
the press placed on this issue in the f9rmation of Protestants and Other 
Americans United is illustrated by headline of Los Angeles Times story 
reporting the birth of the organization: "Religious Group Opens Fight 
on Vatican Envoy." Los Angeles Times> January 12, 1948, p. So 
57New York Times, January 13, 1948, Po 1. Christian Science 
Monitor was much more favorable to the formation of Americans United. 
Christian Science Monitor (Boston), January 15, 1948. 
58New York Times, January 26, 1948, p. 17. 
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the Democrats in the next election. 59 Truman's secretary replied that 
for the President to write a statement for one periodical would be 
1 . 60 contrary to po icy. 
The National Association of Evangelicals condemned the Taylor 
mission as a cause of intolerance and bigotry.61 James DeForest Murch, 
editor of the organization's journal, United Evangelical Action, said 
the mission was a threat to liberty which had been silently or openly 
protested by "every true American. 11 62 
There were several other instances of interdenominational co-
operation in opposition to Taylor's post, including an Associated Church 
Press resolution and a World Council of Churches report.63 A petition 
signed by 1,275 Protestant clergymen and 6,000 lay Protestants calling 
for severance of United States-Vatican relations was received by the 
59111£ this organization ... makes a 'religious issue' in the 
forthcoming campaign, we are certain that Catholics, who have never 
received pulpit hints ... as to how they should vote, will probably 
feel it their duty . . . to vote different from what their enemies 
advocate. . . . If their vote is lost in the states which have a large 
electoral vote it would mean . . . a crushing defeat for the Democratic 
party." The letter also suggested that the promoters of P.O.A.U. "had 
long records for anti-Catholicism and pro-Sovietism." The Papers of Harry 
S. Truman: Official File, Harry S. Truman Library, Independence, Missouri, 
File 76-B, Fink to Truman, January 29, 1948. 
60rbid., Ross to Fink, February 2, 1945. 
61Dawson, £E.· cit., p. 77. 
62James DeForest Murch, "The Roosevelt Formula for a Vatican Envoy," 
United Evangelical Action, IV (February 1, 1946), 3; "Papal-American 
Relations Prove Bitter Venture," ibid., V (February 15, 1946), 7. 
63 11President Ignores Protests Against Vatican Embassy," Christian 
Century, LXIII (May 15, 1946), 612. The condemnatory statements of the 
World Council of Churches were directed against Taylor himself more than 
against his position. New York Times, March 23, 1950, "Vatican Embassy 
Harmful, Says .World Council," Christian Century, I.XVII (April 5, 1950), 
454-55. 
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President in October, 1947. 64 In 1950, 15 Protestant ministers attend-
ing a meeting to consider ways to combat persecution of Protestants in 
Italy requested an immediate recall of Taylor. 65 
Other Opponents 
The President received letters from several people who wanted 
him to end the Vatican mission. Some suggested that impartiality would 
require him to also send representatives to the various Protestant 
churches and Jewish organizations.66 They frequently reminded him that 
the population of the United States was predominately Protestant and 
declared that most Protestants opposed the mission.67 Some threatened 
to vote for Mr. Truman's opponent in the 1948 election and indicated 
that many other normally Democratic Protestants would do likewise if 
Taylor were not recalled. 68 Mr. Truman was reminded of the Constitutional 
provision requiring Senatorial confirmation of ambassadors, and the fact 
64The petition was made public by Kenneth C. Leslie, editor of 
The Protestant. New York Times, September 25, 1947, p. 4, October 18, 
1947, p. 4. 
65These men, speaking as individuals rather than as representatives 
of their denominations, criticized Taylor for not making any effort to 
deal with these persecutions. Ibid.~ January 18, 1950, p. 16. 
66The Papers of Harry S. Truman, loc. cit., File 76-B, Henderson to 
Truman, December 2, 1946, Everts to the President, August 25, 1947, 
Henery to Truman, April 12, 1948. 
67Ibid., Dunlap to "my dear good Missouri brother,u March 18, 1946, 
Bell to Truman, October 26, 1947, Barbari to Truman, March 3, 1948, 
Borneman to Truman, April 2, 1946. 
68rbid., Fletcher to Truman, December 30, 1947, Engel to Truman, 
April 1, 1948, Hanuner to Truman, May 2, 1948, DeVries to the President, 
August 29, 1947. 
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that the wartime emergency--which had led Americans to tolerate the 
appointment--was over; he was told that the mission violated the principle 
of separation of church and state.69 The letters came from a wide 
variety of sources. Many were written by women,70 a few were sent by 
ministers and churches, 71 one was mailed by a realtor,72 and one came 
from the president of the Freethinkers of America.73 
One author who opposed the Taylor mission was Joseph Martin Dawson, 
the executive secretary of the Baptist Joint Conference Committee on 
Public Relations. 74 His 1948 book, Separate Church and State Now, 
described the mission as an 11 interlocking of the functions of church and 
state." He believed the Taylor post to be one of the principal causes of 
69Ibid., Hudson et al. to the President, March 1, 1949, Irelan to 
Truman, June 26, 1946, Goolden to the President, January 4, 1950, Hall to 
Truman, July 8, 1948, Eddy to Truman, February 15, 1948, Wyman to 
Truman, September 19, 1947, Pierce to Truman, April 5, 1946. 
70rbid., Everst to the President, August 25, 1947, Hanuner to 
Truman, May 2, 1948, Henery to Truman, April 12, 1948, Goolden to the 
President, January 4, 1950, Hall to Truman, July 8, 1948, Wyman to 
Truman, September 19, 1947, Pierce to Truman, April 5, 1946. One was 
signed by husband and wife. Eddy to Truman, February 15, 1948. 
71Ibid., Hudson et al. to the President, March 1, 1949, Cummings 
to Truman, January 4, 1950, First Baptist Church of Vivian, Louisiana, 
to Truman, June 15, 1946, Stewart to the President, July 8, 1946. 
72Ibid., DeVries to the President, August 29, 1947. 
73This letter cited Catholic opposition to such American laws and 
institutions as public schools, civil marriages, and divorce, asking 
if it was possible that Truman had instructed Taylor to seek recognition 
of such things by the pope and also if it would be "too much to expect 
that if Mr. Taylor should fail in this instance, His Holiness would be 
invited to take his church out of the America whose laws and institutions 
he deplores?" Ibid., Lewis to Truman, May 17, 1946. 
74 He spoke against the mission at the 1947 New York State Baptist 
Convention. New York Times, October 15, 1947, p. 18. 
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Russo-American tensions, because this apparent alliance with the power-
seeking Vatican made Russia's charges that the United States was im-
perialistic seem plausible. As he saw it, 
Protestants feared the Pope would provoke war with Russia on the 
issue of Russia's denial of church and state partnership, and thus 
involve in the dire struggle millions of anti-Conununists, who have 
long repudiated clericalism in government. Until the United States 
disavows its partnership _with the Roman Catholic Church, religious 
liberty .in Russia will probably be steadily worsened. 7 5 
Later he described the mission as one of the "four major attempts at 
infringement on the American system."76 
Two other Baptist leaders who opposed the Taylor mission were 
Louie D. Newton, president of the Southern Baptist Convention, who called 
it "a challenge to our fundamental principles, 11 77 and Stanley Sturber, 
national director of public relations of the Northern Baptist Convention, 
who, in a letter to the New York Times, indicated that it was a violation 
of the church-state separation principle because one church was being 
given special consideration by the President and tax money was being 
used "to maintain a relationship with the head of a religious body. 11 78 
Support 
Support for the Vatican mission was implied by the awards pre-
sented to Mr. Taylor, including the Masonic Service Medal, 79 the Medal 
75nawson, .££.· cit., pp. 24-25, 36-40, 165-66. 
76Joseph Martin Dawson, America's Way in Church, State, and Society 
(New York: The Macmillan Company, 1953), pp. 35, 37. 
77J. Maurice Trunnner, "Newton Presses Vatican Charge," Christian 
Century, LXIV (January 1, 1947), 24. 
78~ York Times, April 26, 1946, p. 12. 
79When this medal was given his Vatican post was spoken of as the 
pinacle of his career "in seeking to establish a more cordial and natural 
attitude between people of different religious faiths." Ibid., December 
16, 1948, p. 30. 
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of Merit, 80 and the Cardinal Newman Award.31 He was given a peace medal 
by the Third Order of St. Francis and an honorary law doctorate by 
Georgetown University. 82 He was also designated the number one citizen 
of Lyons, New York.83 
Among those praising the Taylor mission were the wife84 and 
secretary85 of the late President as well as his political opponent, 
Alf Landon.86 United States News spoke of the Vatican as a valuable 
listening post and peacekeeping force,87 and a New York Post column spoke 
highly of the mission.88 President Truman received at least one letter 
80President Truman, in presenting the medal, said, "He has carried 
out his manifold and arduous duties with selfless disregard of incessant 
demands upon his own health and strength." Ibid., December 21, 1948, p. 
13. 
81rbid., May 12, 1950, p. 21. 
82Ibid., June 13, 1950, p. 34, November 16, 1950, p. 37. 
83Ibid., December 14, 1947, p. 35. 
84Eleanor Roosevelt called her husband's move in creating the post 
"wise" but did not think he had intended it to be a permanent one. 
Eleanor Roosevelt, This I Remember (1st ed.; New York: Harper & Brothers, 
1949), p. 209. 
85crace Tully, F. D. R. My Boss (New York: Charles Scribner's 
Sons, 1949), p. 296. 
86He said the United States should have a permanent embassy at the 
Vatican as the Roman Catholic Church was "the only Christian body that 
is really organized on a worldwide scale" and it ·vi gorously opposed · 
communism. Christian Century editorially asked if he had never heard of 
the World Council of Churches. "A Permanent Embassy at the Vatican?" 
Christian Century, LXVI (March 23, 1949), 357. 
8711Controversies A.roused in U.S. by Taylor Mission to Vatican," 
United States News, XX (June 28, 1946), p. 19. This article also stated 
that politically-minded observors were wondering if Truman had lost 
Catholic votes by saying he would withdraw Taylor. Ibid., p. 21. 
88The Papers of H~rry S. Truman, loc~ cit., Independence, Missouri, 
File 76-B, Fitch to Hassett, August 19,1947-:-Hassett to Fitch, Augu~t 
21, 1947. 
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corrunending him for keeping Taylor at the Vatican, saying "We need that 
representation and I hope you keep it up. 1189 Members of St. Paul's 
Protestant Episcopal Church in Eastchester, New York, heard Rev. L. L. 
Twinem say, "In the interests of peace, all thinking and magnanimous 
Christians should use their influence by word and letter to promote this 
tie of good-will and peace-making. 1190 There were even a few Baptist 
ministers who spoke favorably of the mission. 91 
The eleventh annual convention of the Catholic War Veterans of 
America urged appointment of a permanent representative to the Vatican 
with ambassadorial rank in the interests of peace. 92 This resolution 
was inserted into the Congressional Record by Representative Thomas J. 
Lane of Massachusetts. 93 A Sumner Wells column supporting the Taylor 
mission was inserted into the Record by another New England congressman, 
. 94 
Aime J. Forand of Rhode Island. 
James H. Ryan, Archbishop of Omaha agreed with a Washington Post 
editorial favoring the Taylor mission, saying, "Merely to placate a noisy 
minority, the President of the United States considers it politically 
necessary to throw overboard the manifest advantages of such continuous 
representation." He said all the Protest&nts he had talked with had a 
89rbid., Dickenson to Truman, June 2, 1948. 
90New York Times, August 26, 1946, p. 27. 
91rbid., September 6, 1947, p. 7. 
92rbid., June 23, 1946, p. 12. 
93u.s., Congressional Record, 79th Cong. 2nd Sess., 1946, XCII, 
A4452. Lane also had Taylor's remarks upon receiving the Cardinal Newman 
Award inserted into the Record. Ibid., 8lst Cong., 2nd Sess., 1950, 
XCVI, A4756. 
94Ibid., 80th Cong. 1st Sess., XCIII, 1947, A166. 
27 
1 . . f . . . . . 95 ow opinion o anti-representation activities. 
America, a well-known Catholic weekly, editorialized: 
No principle of American government--least of all the so-called 
principle of separation of Church and State--is at stake here. The 
sole issue is the freedom of the President to seek counsel where 
counsel may be had, without being plagued by outbursts of religious 
prejudice, disguised as concern for democratic principles. 96 
Corrunonweal, another Catholic periodical indicated that the Pope's 
importance as a monarch was supplemented by the fact that he was the head 
of the Catholic Church with its millions of members. "Logically, the 
greater influence the Pope has over the extra-Vatican City members of 
the Church, the more certainly should the President of the United States 
keep a qualified representative near the papal government.'' As the 
United States had an ambassador to the King of England, head of the 
Anglican Church, and had had--before Pearl Harbor--one to the Japanese 
Emperor, god of the Japanese religion, Commonweal protested that Bishop 
Oxnam and Christian Century were calling for unequal discrimination 
against the Pope. It continued: 
Those conducting the remarkable campaign against Taylor's re-
appointment are attacking a most proper means to help in the 
pursuit of international peace; they are working for a weakening of 
the Republic; they are kicking away a good thing America has; they 
are ill serving Christianity. They are very wrong.97 
95New York Times, December 9, 1946, p. 24. 
9611Mr. Myron Taylor," America, LXXV (May 18, 1946), 125. 
9711Ambassador to the Vatican," Commonweal, XLIV (June 28, 1946), 
252-53. Later in the same periodical John P. Sisk said a lot of Catholics 
were beginning to think of Protestantism as 11The Thing-That-Does-Not-Like-
Mr. Taylor-and-Catholicism." John P. Sisk, "The Taylor and-or-Catholic 
Question, 11 ibid., XLIV (July 26, 1946), 357. A letter objecting to the 
Commonweal editorial on the Taylor mission said, "We have sent ambassadors 
to the governments of England and of Japan as the secular rulers of these 
nations and have not recognized in any way the pretentions of these 
rulers as heads of their state religions. In fact, in Japan we deposed 
the Emperor as a 'divine' leader ...• and certainly the great majority 
of Americans (even Episcopalians) do not recognize the English monarchs 
as heads of a religious establishment. Besides, the Pope is spiritual 
28 
Howard R. Marrow summarized some of the Catholic arguments for 
official relations with the Vatican, as he saw them, in Catholic World: 
The universal interests and activities of the Catholic Church in 
in the spiritual life of a people make it desirable and even 
necessary for nations to make use of the time-honored method of 
diplomatic representation in order to promote the philantropic, 
educational, and social aspects of life which are . . . the common 
stewardship of mankind. . . . 
In such a neutral and inactive post the advantages of observing 
European politics would be many, especially in the exchange of 
conversations with the representatives of the other powers there 
assembled. It is easy to conceive of the situation arising today 
between the United States and some Catholic nation in which the 
influence of the Holy Father would be helpful to America.98 
A Catholic-Protestant debate on the desirability of representation 
at the Vatican was carried on from time to time on the letters page of 
the New York Times. A Catholic had complained that one of Taylor's 
visits to Rome had been limited to thirty days in order to placate a 
noisy minority. Alsen J. Smith, publicity director for a Methodist 
conference, replied that it was by no means a minority because every 
large Protestant denomination as well as the Federal Council of Churches 
had gone on record against the Taylor ~ission, and that the latter 
violated both the letter and the spirit of the constitution. 99 Leo 
Francis Stock, a noted Catholic scholar, replied that the church-state 
argument was faulty and had nothing to do with the question because 
head not of a national religion, but of a religion spread throughout the 
world. The . . . few acres in the Vatican does not make him a national 
ruler." The letter writer then asked, "Why arouse the opposition of non-
Catholics?" A. Court, "More About Mr. Taylor; Education," ibid., XLIV 
(July 26, 1946), 359. 
98Howard R. Marrara, "Our Diplomatic Relations with the Vatican," 
Catholic World, CLXIV (November, 1946), 134. 
99He also charged that Taylor had failed in his three major war-
time objectives--to keep Italy out of the war, to prevent Papal relations 
with Japan, and to persuade His Holiness that fascism was more dangerous 
to the world than communism. New York Times, December 11, 1946, p. 30. 
29 
Taylor's mission was to the Pope as the head of a state, not of a church, 
suggesting that this 11 meddling" by religious groups in the "rights and 
prerogatives" of the United States Government to be represented at any 
court in the world was in itself contrary to the principle of the 
separation of church and state. He declared that all the benefits 
brought to the United States by the presidential representative at the 
Vatican were not yet known, but that it had helped by reporting Italian 
political developments during the war and had furnished the United States 
with the information that Japan was ready for capitulation. He affirmed 
100 that the Vatican had the world's best intelligence system. John 
La Farge, a Jesuit, later wrote that the presence of a representative 
did not imply an American-Vatican diplomatic exchange but that Taylor 
merely represented the President as the head of the executive branch of 
the United States Government. 101 
Taylor's Resignation 
In January, 1950, rumors were circulating that Taylor was about 
to resign. Consequently, Glen L. Archer, executive director of 
Protestants and other Americans United for the Separation of Church and 
lOOibid., December 28, 1946, p. 14. 
lOlibid., January 7, 1947, p. 26. The general opinion of Roman 
Catholic authors since the termination of the Taylor mission seems to 
have been that it had been legitimate and had done valuable service for 
the United States and the cause of world peace. Oscar Halecki, Eugenio 
Pacelli: Pope of Peace ([n.pJ: Farrar, Straus, and Young, Inc., 1951), 
p. 175; Oscar Halecki, Pius XII (London: Weidenfeld and Nicholson, 1954), 
p . . 175; Martin Hastings, "United States--Vatican Relations." Records of 
t~e American Catholic Historical Society of Philadelphia, I.XIX (March,--
June, 1958), 47; "Mr. Truman and Pius XII, America, LXXXIX (May 9, 1953), 
154; Wilfred .Parsons, "The Pope and Washington." Ibid., C (October 25, 
1958), 99; Anne O'Hare McCormack, Vatican Journal, 1921-1954 (ed. 
Marion Turner Sheehan; New York: Farrar, Straus and Cudahay, 1957) 
p. 150; Thomas P. Neil, "Diplomatic Relations with the Pope," Catholic 
World, CLXXI (September, 1950), 442. 
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State, sent a telegram to President Truman saying: 
Myron Taylor's expected resignation will give you opportunity 
to end Vatican mission which is an offense to non-Catholic Americans. 
Now is the time to keep your promise that the Vatican mission would 
be "temporary." Taylor's office must be closed for good when he 
leavcs.102 
Taylor's letter of resignation for health reasons and Truman's 
acceptance of it were released on January 18, 1950. 103 Almost inunediately 
Protestant groups began to join Archer in saying no successor should be 
appointedo One of the first organizations to do so was the National 
Lutheran Council.104 The Federal Council of Churches soon followed, as 
did the Associated Church Press, the Presbytery of New York, the 
A.~erican Council of Churches, the International Council of Churches, the 
New York and New Jersey Disciples of Christ, the Southern Baptist Con-
vention and the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A.,105 as well as the 
Seventh-day Adventist Church.l06 On May 27, 1950, the Northern Baptist 
Convention conunended Mro Truman for not naming a successor to Taylor.107 
Christian Century argued vigorously against sending a replacement for 
l02New Yo~k Times, January 6, 19500 
103Thc Papers of Harry S. Truman, loco cit., Press Release, January 
18, 1950 0 The Pope was reported to have been shocked by the abrupt termi-
nation of the mission. McCormack, 2.£0 cit., Po 151. 
104New York Times February 4, 1950, p. 160 - ) 
lOSibido, March 9, 1950, p. 3, March 22, 1950, p. 14, April 15, 1950, 
Po 7, April 18, 1950, Po 21, July 7, 1950, Po 20, August 15, 1950; p
0 
9, 
May 7, 1950, Po 61, May 11, 1950, Po 30. 
106General Conference of Seventh-day Adventists, General Conference 
Session Booklet, July 10-22, 1950, p. 340 
107New York Times, May 27, 1950, Po 180 
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Taylor.108 Edward H. Pruden, pastor of the First Baptist Church in 
Washington, D. C.--the one Truman attended--wrote a letter to the 
Washington Post questioning whether the benefits of a new Vatican mission 
would outweigh the damage it would do.109 The State Department received 
anti-replacement letters as well.llO 
Representative Clement J. Zallocki, a Catholic Democrat from 
Wisconsin, urged Truman to name a new Vatican envoy,111 as did the 
National Federation of Catholic Students.112 Anne O'Hare McCormack 
reported from Rome that it was harder for Americans to get audiences with 
the Pope without .Taylor there, and that the Pope would neither accept 
a personal representative nor allow the .American Embassy in Italy to 
handle Vatican affairs--only a full-fledged envoy was acceptable. 113 A 
July, 1950, letter to Truman from Massachusetts read: 
When are you going to appoint an envoy to the Vatican? A long 
time has elapsed since Mr. Taylor resignedo 
Now more than ever we need representation there and at once. 
I strongly recormnend and urge such action, and I am disgusted 
with it being sidelined due to political reasons.114 
l08 11Taylor Resigns-Vatican Embassy Must End!" Christian Centur;y:, 
LXVII (February 1, 1950), 131; "Truman and the Vatican," ibid., LXVII 
(March 8, 1950), 295-97, "Full-Fledged Ambassador," ibid., LXVII 
(April 12, 1950), 454-55. 
109New York Times, August 18, 1950, p. 18. 
llOThe Papers of Harry S. Truman, loc. cit., McCoy to Acheson, 
June 5, 1950, Memorandum for Files, March 11~950. 
lllNew York Times, February 22, 1950, p. 2. 
112rbid~, April 15, 1950, p. 7. 
113rbid., February 24, 1950, PPo 1, 5. 




Some observors thought the controversy over appointing a replace-
ment for Taylor could have been avoided if Truman had decided what he was 
going to do about a successor before Taylor quit and announced this at 
the time when the resignation was made public, but he did not do this 
and it was beginning to look as if he would lose votes no matter which 
way he turned--Catholic votes if he did not replace Taylor, and 
Protestant votes if he did. 115 He was trying probably to get a better 
idea of public opinion on this subject when he announced in August that 
he was considering sending a regular ambassador to the Papal court.116 
At about this time he receive·d a letter from an Episcopal minister 
which demonstrated that not all Protestants opposed the proposal. It 
urged Truman to appoint an envoy to the Vatican, saying this was a purely 
pragmatic issue in ·which the church- state separation doctrine was irrele-
vanta 117 Another letter saicl, "Knowing that most of the people of these 
115Robert S. Allen and William V. Shannon, The Truman Merry-Go-
Round (New York: The Vangard Press, Inc., 1950)-:--P'0 42; "Vatican Envoy: 
Truman Dilerr.ma," U.S. News and Worl<l Report, )Q{VIII (February 10, 1950), 
24-25; New York Times, August 4, 1950, Po 10. 
ll6"Franco, The Vatican, and the United States," Christian Century, 
11."VII (August 16, 1950), 963; "Thinks Truraan was Flying a Trial Balloon, 11 
ibido, LXVII (August 23, 1950), 989; New York Times, August 4, 1950, Po 
10; Robert I. Gannon, "The Cardinal and The President," Look, XXVI 
(February 27, 1962), 600 
117He also thought such a move would demonstrate courtesy and fair-
ness to the Catholic .Americans to whom "this issue means a lot" whereas--
he said--it did not really matter to Protestants. The Papers of Harry S. 
Truman, loco cito, Lowry to Truman, August 4, 1950. Truman replied that 
this viewreflected "a breadth of horizon and spirit of toleration which 
are heartening and encouraging" and referred the letter to the Secretary 
of State. Ibid., Truman to Lowry, August 14, 19500 Christian Century 
reported that an overwhelming number of the letters received by the 
President favored a new Vatican appointment. "Truman and the Vatican," 
Christian Century, LXVII (March 8, 1950), p 0 295. The same article 
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United States are thoroughly Christian and a large number too are 
Catholic in their beliefs, · I would ask you . to appoint a Minister 
to the Vatican to promote better relations and thereby strengthen the 
bonds between the United States and the Vatican, both of whom have 
always advocated and defended the God-given rights of man. 11118 
A telegram protested the suggestion that the Vatican ambassador-
ship should be shelved when the United States was pouring thousands of 
dollars into Israel, which was a religious state having rabinical 
courts. 119 Otto Lucien Spaeth, a Catholic layman, offered to help the 
President make a suitable choice for Taylor's replacement.120 
The Washington Post supported the idea of an envoy to the 
Vatican, 121 and Com.~onweal felt that the United States had everything 
to gain and nothing to lose from a Vatican representative, but said: 
Catholics as Catholics may be quite indifferent to the question, 
where as Americans they may, like Baptist Truman, see the wisdom 
of their country's being represented at the world's greatest 
listening post. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
declared that the Chicago Tribune had produced evidence that the Taylor 
appointment had been made by Roosevelt to repay a political debt to 
Cardinal Mundelein. Ibid., pp. 296-97. 
ll9The Papers of Harry S. Truman: loc. cit., Williams to the 
President, February 26, 1951. 
120He said, "I am very much concerned about the representation at 
the Vatican. I am well aware that nothing will be done until after the 
elections but I would like very much to do anything I can when the time 
does come to see that a fortunate appointment is made." Ibid., Spaeth 
to Ross, September 20~ 1950 (cf. Ross to Rasset ·, September 23, 1950). 
Secretary to the President Charles G. Ross replied, "Come down almost 
any time. Just give me a ring." Ibid., Ross to Spaeth, September 28, 
1950. 
12111vatican Embassy Endorsed by 'Washington Post,'" Christian 
Century, LXVII (August 30, 1950), 1012. 
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It is probably too much to expect Catholics as a group to 
remember that their religion is not immediately concerned with this 
particular question; too much to expect the jumpy opponents of 
everything tinged with Catholicism to keep their eye on the fact 
that it is America more than the Vatican which stands to gain.122 
Thomas P. Neil described the advantages the United States would 
gain from regular diplomatic relations with the Vatican in Catholic 
World and declared that neutral observers could not understand how church-
state separation, violations of the Constitution, or religious consider-
ations were involved. He said in numerous recent instances the United 
States could have profited from having a regular diplomatic post in 
Vatican City, 123 and argued that the Vatican was an excellent rostrom 
for selling America's ideas and explaining her intentions to the world. 
He said the Vatican was the natural ally of the United States in its 
struggle against Russia, but one which could be employed most effectively 
only when diplomatic relations had been established at Vatican City. If 
the United States did not take advantage of the opportunity to send an 
envoy to the Papal court, Neil warned, it would be "playing into Russia's 
hands" and allowing "old bigotries 
international affairs!il24 
. to cripple our effectiveness in 
12211Representation, 11 Commonweal, LII (August 18, 1950), 452-53. 
123Here he mentioned a time when the Pope informed American news-
men of the misuse of United States relief shipments, which--according 
to Neil--the proper agencies could have learned sooner if there had been 
a regular American envoy at the Vatican. Also cited was the Vatican's 
early knowledge of Mao's Connnunist connections and the Chiang government's 
incompetence and corruption. He compared the Papal diplomatic corps to 
"a successful senior quarterback who has developed the faculty of seeing 
everything on the field at once" and that of the United States to "the 
potential All-Am~rican who, as a Sophomore, still sees only one thing 
at a time." 
124Thornas P. Neil, "Diplomatic Relations with the Pope. 11 C3tholic 
World, CLXXI (September, 1950), 440-47. 
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That a Vatican link would be desirable was also indicated by 
Robert A. Graham in an America article.125 Percey Winner, writing in 
the New Republic, found it unfortunate that Vatican-American relations 
were deteriorating.126 James J. McDonald, former American ambassador to 
Israel, and Franklin Delano Roosevelt, Jr., both favored relations with 
Vatican City. 127 
The opposition was still making its voice heard. Christian 
Century reasoned that if the United States Government treated the Pope 
as a foreign sovereign, Catholic bishops--because of their oath of 
loyalty to him--would come under the law requiring the registration of 
foreign agents, and Catholic laymen holding public office and receiving 
title and decorations from the Pope would be violating Article I, Section 
8, paragraph 8 of the Constitution.128 It said if the Vatican mission 
were renewed America's Protestants would know that the President was no 
longer capable of withstanding Catholic pressure and that he was ready 
to "undermine the integrity of the American Constitution for votes. 11129 
Murray Ho Leiffer, director of Garrett Biblical Institute's 
Bureau of Social Research, urgently requested Truman to avoid giving 
diplomatic recognition to one religious group, saying he was concerned 
over the anti-Catholic reactions which would occur among Protestants if 
125Robert A. Graham, "The Vatican's Role in International Law," 
America, LXXXIII (September 30, 1950), 671. 
126percey Winner, "The Vatican's Feud with America," New Republic, 
CXXIV (March 26, 1951), 9-10. 
127New York Times, August 3, 1951, p. 8, October 13, 1951, p. 5. -
128"Vatican Embassy Endorsed by 'Washington Post,'" Christian 
Centurv, LXVII (August 30, 1950), 1012. 
12911Report President Ready to Renew Vatican Ties," ibid., I.XVIII 
(January 31, 1951), 132. 
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an <L'Ubassador were sent to the Vatican.130 Bishop Oxnam and Rev. Pruden 
tried, on behalf of the Protestant and Orthodox churches in the United 
States, to persuade Truman to allow a delegation of thirty or more 
Protestant leaders to discuss the issue with him, but the group was 
limited by the White House to the two men themselves.131 Methodist 
Bishop Charles Wesley Flint called to Truman's attention the decision 
of the Canadian Prime Minister, who--although having no personal 
objection to representation at the Vatican--realized that a large 
number of Canadians would probably resent such a tie and decided not to 
divide his country on that issue.132 
The United Lutheran Church in .America and the Seventh-day 
Adventist Autumn Council passed resolutions in October, 1950, opposing 
any diplomatic relations between the United States and the Vatican.133 
In January, 1951, the General Board of the National Council of the 
Churches of Christ in the United States of America, successor to the 
Federal Council of Churches, issued an anti-representation statement 
13oHe added, "Certainly the Vatican has direct enough influence now 
in our foreign policyo" The Papers of Harry S. Truman, loc. cito, Leiffer 
to Truman, September 4, 1950. 
131Ibid., Pruden to Truman, September 23, 1950, Oxna~ to Truman, 
September 23, 1950, Oxnam to Truman, September 12, 1950, November 6, 14, 
1950, Oxnrun to Connally, September 22, October 11, 1950, Connally to 
Oxnam, Sep tember 19, 29, 1950. 
l32Ibido, Flint to Truman, November 2, 1950 (cf. Simmons to Hassett, 
October 30, 1950, Hassett to Flint, November 4, 1950). 
133New York Times, October 11, 1950, p. 30; General Conference of 
Seventh-day Adventists, Autumn Council Resolution, October 30, 1950, 
PPo 183-840 At the Lutheran convention a concerted nation-wide plan 
for united Protestant opposition ·was presented. It centered around the 
Oxnam-Pruden request for a White House conference and a petition to be 
signed by the heads of all American Protestant churches. New York Times, 




Our objection to diplomatic relations with the Vatican would not 
be modified by any proposal to establish similar diplomatic relations 
with other religious bodies .... To extend the scope of a wrong 
policy would not make it a right policy .... Effec t ive collaboration 
between church and state, when it is mutually desired, is achieved 
appropriately in American tradition without legal formulae of 
recognition and regulations. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
We cannot believe that any power, governmental or ecclesiastical, 
that is deeply troubled by the menace of connnunism, can fail to find 
adequate and appropriate ways of making useful information and 
resources of influence available to others in combatting that 
menace. Surely the particular channel of formal governmental 
diplomatic relations is not necessary to achieve effective collabo-
ration between religious groups and statcs.134 
Even the State Department recommended against establishing diplomatic 
relations with the Vatican after a four-month study of Truman's "trial 
balloon. 11 135 
The Southern Baptist Convention thankfully noted on June 23, 1951, 
that no American ambassador had yet been sent to the Vatican.136 Oppo-
sition to having an official Vatican envoy was reaffirmed by Methodist 
lay leaders the following month. 137 Another statement against a Vatican 
embassy was made by Thomas Sugrue, who wrote, "As a Catholic . . . I am 
expected by my co-religionists to approve the idea of sending an 
134This document stressed the differences between relations with the 
old Papal states and with the Vatican. National Council of the Churches 
of Christ in the United States of America 1 General Board, 11 A Pronounce-
ment: a Brief on Diplomatic Representation at the Vatican," January 17, 
1951. 
l35New York Times, January 19, 1951, p. 10. 
136rbid., June 24, 1951, p. 74. 
137The meeting was made up of the General Board of Lay Activities 
of the Methodist Church and the National Council of Conference Lay 
Leaders. Ibid., July 14, 1951, p. 14. 
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American ambassador to the Vatican. I don't. 11 138 
Paul Blanshard believed relations with the Vatican would be 
justifiable only on the highly improbable conditions that the ambassador 
would use his of £ice as a means of bringing Catholic policy into con-
formity with American ideals and that representatives were also sent 
to the headquarters of the other churches. 139 He considered the Taylor 
mission to have been a symbol of America's "diplomatic failure to deal 
honestly with Roman Catholic realities," although he conceded that it 
had been useful between 1940 and 1943. 140 "We have," he said, "permitted 
a confused sentimentality on so-called religious matters to blanket the 
discussion of some of the greatest moral issues of our time. 11 141 He 
also declared: 
The exchange of diplomats makes it possible for the Vatican to 
maintain constant pressure on all secular powers in favor of any 
particular political policy. The Vatican's representatives mingle 
with government leaders at their highest level and have an unexcelled 
opportunity to affect their personal judgment. Pressure from the 
Vatican is not necessarily limited to religious matters; in middle 
and western Europe particularly the Vatican's finger is in almost 
every political pieol42 
138Thomas Sugrue, A Catholic Speaks His Mind EE. America's Religious 
Conflict (1st ed.; New York: H~rper and Brothers, 1951), p. 33. 
139P&ul Blanshard, Communism, Democracv, and Catholic Power (Boston: 
The Beacon Press, 1951), p. 300; New York Time;:-July 14, 1951, p. 14. 
140Blanshard thought Taylor would have been more effective if he 
had "stood squarely for democracy against certain aspects of Vatican 
policy." Paul Blanshard, "Can We Do Business With the Vatican?" Nation, 
CLXXI (July 29, 1950), 102~103. He discussed several of the areas in 
which he believed confrontation with the Pope would be desirable. 
Blanshard, Corrimunism, Democracy, and Catholic Power, pp. 300-301. 
14lrbi<l., p. 301. 
142rbid., p. 267. After one of Blanshard's speeches Dr. Albert 
Einstein told hir:l, "I wish to express my gratitude to a man who is fi ght-
ing the abuses of a powerful organization. We are grateful to him fo: 
his efforts. 11 New York Times, July 14, 1951, p. 14. A Catholic repL.eci 
to Blanshard's illacks against his church by saying, "American freedom 
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Public Opinion Polls 
Thus--although there were notable exceptions--the majority of the 
Roman Catholic spokesmen seemed to be in favor of diplomatic relations 
with the Vatican and the majority of Protestant spokesmen seemed to 
oppose such an arrangement. But how did ordinary American citizens feel 
about this question? Were the remarks of those who had publicly stated 
their views indicative of the positions held by millions of their silent 
peers? Was Stokes right when--shortly before the termination of Taylor's 
post--he judged that most "thoughtful Americansu considered the ad-
vantages of such representation in peacetime to be outweighed by the 
disadvantages? 143 Or did Neil have a truer perspective when he said, 
11 The political objections to our having diplomatic relations with the 
papacy comes not fYom the Protestant masses but rather from their 
leaders? 11144 Was the conflict over this issue between the Catholic and 
Protestant people or between the Catholic and Protestant clergy? 
Realizing the limitations of public opinion polls, it might be worth-
while to examine two that were taken during the time between Taylor's 
resignation and Clark's appointment . 
. The Minnesota Poll asked about Minnesotans, 
Fo~ a number of years, President Truman has had a personal 
ambassndor to Pope Pius at the Vn. tican in Rome. Recently the 
ambassador, Myron C. Taylor, resigned. Do you think a new 
ambassador to the Vatican should or should not be appointed? 
isn't in danger from the Catholics but from the Blanshards of the nation. 
Totalitarian movements always choose scapegoats. 11 Dale Francis, 
American Freedom and Paul Blanshard (Notre Dame, Indiana: Ave Maria . 
Press, 1950),- pp.28-29. 
143 
Stokes,~· cit., II, 111-1120 
144N ~1 . 441 C-' ~· £2:!_., p. • 
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Such a move was favored by 42 per cent of those polled, including 43 
per cent of the men, 42 per cent of the women, 76 per cent of the 
Catholics, 32 per cent of the Protestants, 50 per cent of the Democratic-
Farmer-Laborites, 33 per cent of the Republicans, and 39 per cent of the 
independents. Only 29 per cent opposed having a replacement for Taylor, 
including 31 per cent of the men, 27 per cent of the women, 7 per cent 
of the Catholics, 37 per cent of the Protestants, 20 per cent of the 
' 
Democratic-Farmer-Laborites, 44 per cent of the Republicans, and 31 per 
cent of the independents. There were as many people who indicated that 
they had no opinion on the subject as there were who opposed it. This 
group included 26 per cent of the rr.en, 31 per cent of the women, 17 per 
cent of the Catholics, 31 per cent of the Protestants, 30 per cent of the 
Democratic-Farmer-Laborites, 23 per cent of the Republicans, and 30 per 
cent of the Independents. Thus, if this poll is an accurate indication 
of Minnesotan views, a large majority of the Catholics in that state 
agreed that representation at the Papal court was desirable, while 
Protestants were almost equally divided between the "should," "should 
not," and ''no opinion" categories, although the "should not" view had 
a five per cent edge over the "should. 11145 
How did Minnesota compare with the other states on this issue? 
George Gallup's American Institute of Public Opinion released a poll 
about a month after the one cited above which should help to answer that. 
One question asked was, 
During recent years, President Truman and President Roosevelt 
have had a personal representative at the Vatican (headquarters of 
the Pope) in Rome. Do you think this has been a good idea or a 
poor idea? 
145Minneapolis Sunday Tribune, Advance Release, "Minnesota Poll, 11 
Sunday, July 2, 1950. 
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Forty-five per cent thought it was a good idea, 5 per cent considered it 
a fair idea, and 13 per cent said it was a poor idea. A "no opinion" 
I 
response was given by 37 per cent of those polled. To a second question 
11 Would you like to have our Government in Washington send an American 
representative to the Vatican in the future?'' - 45 per cent replied "yes," 
13 per cent said "no," 8 per cent indicated indifference, and 34 per 
cent gave no opinion. Thus in the Gallup poll, as in the Minnesota poll, 
the plurality--but not the majority--of responses indicated that Taylor 
should be replaced, and a large proportion of those questioned did not 
indicate any opinion on the issue.146 
Together these polls seem to indicate that--in spite of clerical 
opposition--Protestant opinion on the issue had not yet crystalized in 
the summer of 1950, whereas the majority of Catholics had decided that 
the United States should have an ambassador at Vatican City. 
146Mildred Strunk (ed.), "The Quarter's Polls," Public Opinion 
Quarterly, XIV (Winter, 1950-51), 804-805. 
CHAPTER II 
THE CLARK APPOINTMENT 
The First Week 
General Mark W. Clark of the United States Army was nominated by 
President Harry s. Truman to be the first regular American ambassador 
to Vatican City on October 20, 1951. The White House announcement stated 
that diplomatic relations with the Vatican would help coordinate 
opposition to Communism. Congress recessed without taking action on 
this nomination. Clark was not given an interim appointment because an 
army officer could not hold a civilian government post without special 
legislation. 1 
The reaction of the American people to Clark's nomination led 
quite a few observers to believe that Truman had done the Republicans 
a favor; 2 one columnist took his action as evidence that the President 
would not run for reelection. 3 Within 48 hours the White House received 
965 telegrams opposing the appointment and 165 favoring it; many of the 
1u.s., Department of State Bulletin, XXV (December 3, 1951), 894; 
New York Times, October 21, 1951, p. 1, October 22, 1951, pp. 1, 10; 
The Papers of Harry S. Truman, loc. £.!!_., "A Bill to Authorize the 
President to Appoint General Mark W. Clark as Ambassador to the State 
of Vatican City, without affecting his military status and prerequisites" 
(cf. Acheson to the President, October 19, 1951). -
2rbid., Wall to Short, October 20, 1951; §!!!!Francisco Chronicle, 
October 26, 1951, p. 16; Los Angeles Examiner, October 25, 1951, p. 22. 
3sacramento Bee, October 26, 1951, p. 42~ ------
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former invoked the doctrine of church-state separation. 4 Five thousand 
letters and telegrams on this issue had been .received by the President a 
week later; most of them opposed the Clark nomination.5 Members of the 
House Armed Services Conunittee--which had the responsibility of clearing 
the bill allowing Clark to be an ambassador while retaining his military 
status--and of the Senate Foreign Relations Conunittee also received a 
large number of protests.6 
Opponents of the · appointment sent letters to newspapers as well. 
George A. Crapullo, a member of the advisory council of Protestants and 
Other .Americans United for the Separation of Church and State asked the 
New York Times how the Vatican could be of much help in the struggle 
against communism when so many Catholic-dominated nations had gone 
conununistic. Another letter to the New York Times described Truman's 
move as "a shoddy trick to catch Catholic votes" causing division when 
unity was needed. A minister's letter expressed regret at seeing "the 
octopus of medieval totaliterianism sinking its tenacula in ••• 
religious-freedom, church-state separation." Two letters published in 
this newspaper protested the sending of an ambassador to the head of a 
specific church.7 
4New York Times, October 24, 1951 (cf. October 23, 1951, p. 22). 
The Papers of Harry s. Truman, loc. cit., Daymon to the President, 
October 22, 1951, Develyn to the-I>'reS'ident, October 23, 1951, Evans to 
the President, October 22, 1951, Oroville to the President, October 21, 
1951, Pool to the President, October 22, 1951, For a table of the states 
from which the first week's telegrams came and the religious affiliations 
of their senders, see Appendix. 
5New York Times, October 30, 1950, p. 19. 
6rbid., October 23, 1951, p. 22. 
7Ibid.·, October 24, 1951, p. 30, October 26, 1951, p. 22. Herein-
after Protestants and Other Americans United for the Separation of Church 
and State will be referred to as "Americans United." 
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Letters to the Washington Post called the appointment unconsti-
tutional and suggested that freedom was being eroded away. One exclaimed, 
"O Politics, what crimes against our Constitution have been conunitted in 
thy name!"8 The Sacramento~ printed a letter indicating that this 
"violation of our constitution" was a fulfillment of prophecy. 9 A 
letter to the Christian Science Monitor said the Catholic church was not 
the only one fighting conununism, yet granting diplomatic status to a 
10 Jewish or Protestant group had not been suggested. Four letters 
published in the New York Herald Tribune said church-state separation 
had been violated. 11 
Clergymen and church groups were in the forefront of the battle 
against the Clark appointment. The National Association of Evangelicals, 
the General Conference Conunittee of Seventh-day Adventists, and the 
National Sunday School Association were three of the earliest organi-
zations to issue opposition statements.12 Episcopal Bishop Henry Knox 
8washington Post, October 25, 1951, p. 12. 
9 . 
Sacramento Bee, October 26, 1951, p. 42. 
lOchristian Science Monitor (Boston), October 27, 1951, p. 14. 
llNew York Herald Tribune, Octob~r 27, 1951, p. 10. 
1211NAE Press Release on Vatican-Envoy Issue," United Evangelical 
Action, X (November 10, 1951), p. 18; New York Times, October 21, 1951, 
p. 30, October 22, p. 10; General Conference of Seventh~day Adventists, 
Autumn Council Resolution, October 21, 1951, p. 528. Other protesting 
organizations included the American Baptist Convention Council on 
Christian Social Progress, the American Lutheran Church Brotherhood 
Convention, the Protestant Episcopal Synods of California and of New 
York and New Jersey, the Episcopal Province of New England, and the 
Empire State and New Jersey Baptist Conventions. New York Times, 
October 24, 1951, p. 6, October 25, 1951, p. 15; ~ Angeles Times, 
October 24, 1951, p. 9; Ray Pagel, "ALC Brotherhood Convention Opposes 
Appointment of Clark to Vatican," Lutheran Standard, CIX (November 10, 
1951), 4. 
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Sherill, National Council of Churches president, and Methodist Bishop 
G. Bromley Oxnam, World Council of Churches president, were ainong the 
first ministers to publicly protest.13 These anti-representation voices 
were soon joined by those of many other distinguished clergymen of various 
Protestant faiths.14 Several interdenominational organizations began 
working on plans to combat Truman's action.15 
Many Senators resented being put in such a touchy situation by 
Truman and refused to comrnit themselves as to their position.16 However, 
13others expressing disapproval within 24 hours after the announce-
ment included Norman B. Nash, head of the Massachusetts Episcopal 
Diocese, Edward Hughes Pruden, Pastor of the Washington, D. C., First 
Baptist Church, Glen L. Archer, executive director of .Americans United, 
W. Alfred Diman, spokesman for the American Baptist Convention, Carl 
Lundquist, Baptist General Conference of America board chairman, Franklin 
Clark Fry, president of the United Lutheran Church in America, and Carl 
Mcintire, President of the International Council of Christian Churches. 
Several New York City pastors were among the immediate protestors, 
including Robert J. McCracken of the Riverside Church, Ernest R. Palen 
of the Middle Collegiate Church, William Croker of St. Michael's 
Episcopal Church, and James McGinlay of Brooklyn's Baptist Temple. New 
York Times, October 21, 1951, p. 30. 
14These included Granville G. Bennett, Protestant Episcopal Bishop 
of Rhode Island, Henry P. Van Dusen, Union Theological Seminary president, 
Norman Vincent Peale, pastor of New York's Marble Collegiate Church, 
Vere D. Loper, national moderator of the Congregational Christian 
Churches, Bishop D. Ward Nichols of the African Methodist Episcopal 
Church, Eugene Carson Blake, stated clerk of the General Assembly of the 
Presbyterian Church in the United States, John W. Behnken, president of 
the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod, J. Howard Williams, executive secre-
tary of the Baptist General Convention of Texas, R. R. Bietz, president 
of the Southern California Conference of Seventh-day Adventists, and many 
other leading clergymen of the Presbyterian, Methodist, Unitarian, and 
Baptist, and other churches. ~York Times, October 22, 1951, p. · 10, 
October 23, 1951, p. 22, October 25, 1951, p. 15; Los Angeles Times, 
October 23, 1951, p. 4. 
15These included Americans United, the National Council of Churches, 
the American Council of Churches, and the National Association of 
Evangelicals. New York Times, October 23, 1951, p. 22, October 24, 1951, 
p. 6, October is;-1951, p. 15; 12! Angeles Times, October 24, 1951, p. 9. 
l6san Francisco Chronicle, October 21, 1951, p. l; New Mexican 
(Santa Fe), October 24, 1951, p. 4; Los Angeles Examiner,-OCtober 26, 
1951, p. 18. 
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Democratic Senator Olin D. Johnston of South Carolina declared his 
opposition to having an ambassador at Vatican City and Senator Tom 
Connally, a Texas Democrat who was chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, opposed Clark's nomination. At first he said this was 
because Clark--who allegedly had discriminated against Texans in his 
military operations--was unfit to hold such an office, but he later 
indicated that he would oppose any Vatican ambassadorship.17 Among the 
Senators who supported the appointment were Pat McCarran of Nevada and 
James E. Murray of Montana, both Catholic Democrats, and H. Alexander 
Smith of New Jersey, a Protestant Republican.18 
The press was also divided over the wisdom of the appointment. 
Chicago's Dailx_ Tribune found it "difficult to believe that anything the 
country may gain from the embassy can compensate for the clevage at 
home." The New York Compass feared that Truman's appointment was "more 
likely to disrupt than to coordinate" the anti-communist struggle. The 
17New York Times, October 22, 1951, p. 10, October 23, 1951, p. 1, 
January 13, 1952, p. 20. Ten of the members of Connaly's committee were 
polled as to their probable vote on this issue. Two definitely favored 
the nomination, two said they would probably support it, three definitely 
opposed it, two were likely to oppose it and one would not commit him-
self. "America Will Not Bow to the Pope," United Evangelical Action, X 
(November 15, 1951), 19. Alabama Senators John Sparkman and Lister Hill 
also indicated opposition to Vatican American relations. Ibid., p. 17. 
18New York Times, October 21, 1951, p. 26, October 22, 1951, p. 
10; San Francisco Chronicle, October 21, 1951, p. l; ~ Angeles Times, 
October 24, 1951, pp. 1, 6; Washington Post, October 21, 1951, p. 4; 
New York Herald Tribune, October 21, 1951, p. 59. Smith seems to have 
changed his mind later. In November he said that although he thought 
there should be some liason between the United States Government and the 
churches he was opposed to the Clark appointment. New York Times, 
November 8, 1951, p. 31. Statements of support wer;-also made by House 
of Representative members Franklin D. Roosevelt, Jr., Mike Mansfield, 
C. A. Eaton, R. F. Murray, John J. Rooney, D. J. Flood, John E. Fagarty, 
and Thomas S. Gordon. ~Angeles Examiner, October 21, 1951, p. l; 
Washington Post, October 21, 1951, p. 4; u.s., Congressional Record, 
82nd Cong., 2nd sess., 1951, XCVII, A6639. 
47 
New York Post, the Raleigh News and Observer, and the Dallas News 
opposed a Vatican embassy because of the principle of separation of church 
and state. The Washington Star, although suggesting that relations with 
the Vatican were "no more likely to affect adversely the separation of 
church and state than our diplomatic recognition of Israel," declared 
that Truman should not have antagonized those who felt otherwise. 19 The 
St. Louis Post-Dispatch referred to Truman's statement that the appoint-
ment was in the national interest and commented: 
The immediate and far-reaching opposition from other church 
groups and leaders makes plain that whatever Mr. Truman may think, 
countless Americans do not agree. It is a strange conception of 
"national interest" which divides the people sharply along sectarian 
lines when unity is urgent.20 
The Chattanooga News-Free Press warned American Protestants to blame this 
"unpardonable offense" against them on Truman rather than on Catholics. 21 
Christian Science Monitor believed "that citizens, regardless of 
religion, should see the injurious potentialities" of a precedent in-
consistent with "the spirit of the first amendment to the Constitution."22 
The Westwood Hills Press of Los Angeles, California, conunented on clerical 
19These editorials were quoted in the New York Times, October 23, 
1951, p. 22. 
20Post-Dispatch (St. Louis), October 22, 1951, quoted in "A 
Serious Mistake," Liberty, XLVII (First quarter, 1952), 28. 
21chattanooga News - Free Press, October 22, 1951, quoted in "A 
Great Disservice to the Nation," Liberty, XLVII (First quarter, 1952), 
25. 
22christian Science Monitor (Boston), October 23, 1951, p. 14. An 
editorial appearing in this newspaper a few days later said, "Political 
observers generally are assuming that President Truman hopes to collect 
credit for his party from the Roman Catholic voters for having at least 
submitted the proposition. If the chief motive was political, it is 
anyone's guess whether he believes the plan would really strengthen 
freedom's front or would just as soon see the trial balloon shot down." 
Ibid., October 25, 1951, p. 14. 






opposition to the appointment: 
There is no religious bias in this position. • • . It is simply 
a sound position that holds that no religion, whether Protestant, 
Catholic, Hebrew, or any other should be recognized on the full 
diplomatic level by our government.23 
Truman was strongly criticized for nominating an ambassador to Vatican 
City by the Sacramento Bee, which said, ,,wisdom, patriotism, and common 
sense" would have counseled the President to let "this s le_eping dog 
lie," and which suggested that the appointment may have intended to draw 
attention away from the scandals in Truman's administration.24 The 
socialistic Los Angeles People's World saw in this affair "an open and 
shameless attempt to utilize the Catholic church for war against the 
Soviet Union and China. 1125 Among the other newspapers which spoke out 
against the nomination were the Hartford Current and the Rochester, New 
York, Times Union. 26 New Republic was one of the first magazines to argue 
against the appointment.27 Time admitted that since misunderstandings of 
American policy and motives by Vatican City's Osservatore Romano were 
contributing to a neutralist movement among Catholic intellectuals, 
there was justification to the argument that the Clark appointment could 
23westwood Hills Press (Los Angeles), October 25, 1951, p. 4. 
24sacramento Bee, October 24, 1951, p. 46. The Los Angeles Times 
also wondered if the move were politically motivated. .~ Angeles 
.Times, October 24, 1951, II, 4. 
25People's World (Los Angeles), October 23, 1951, p. 5. 
26New York Times, October 23, 1951, p. 22. Some Alabama news-
papers we;;_ reported to have printed petitions for their readers to sign 
and send to Washington. J. A. Dell, "The Church Views the News," 
Lutheran Standard, CIX (December 1, 1951), 2. 
27"Truman and the Vatican," New Republic, LXXV (October 29, 1951), 
6-7. 
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help mobilize religion against cormnunism, but the magazine questioned 
whether the possibility of such benefit would outweigh the damage done 
by the division it had caused.28 
The New York Times described relations with the Vatican as "an 
experiment worth trying."29 The Washington Post said that the Catholic 
Church could not be ignored politically and that Clark's designated role 
was a purely political one which was of immense importance to American 
interests in the world power struggle.30 Oregon's Hood River Daily Sun 
supported the idea of having an ambassador at Vatican City but questioned 
the wisdom of removing an outstanding general from military duty to fill 
the post.31 The Albany Knickerbocker-News suggested that it would be 
better if the practical side of the question prevailed over the religious 
one. Frequently mentioned in newspaper editorials was the generally-
recognized temporal sovereignty of Vatican City. 32 The San Francisco 
Chronicle spoke of the appointment as "a necessary step in closing the 
ranks of the defenders of the indivisible freedom."33 Several newspapers 
which supported the appointment opposed the manner in which it had been 
2811Undiplomatic Appointment," Time, LVIII (October 29, 1951), 21. 
29New York Times, October 22, 1951, p. 22. 
3Dwashington Post, October 22, 1951, p. 8 (cf. October 25, 1951), 
p. 12. 
31Hood River Daily ~' October 22, 1951, p. 2. 
32Among the papers emphasizing this idea were the Louisville 
Courier-Journal, the Detroit Free Press, and the Cleveland Plain Dealer. 
~ York Times, October 23, 1951, p. 22. 
33san Francisco Chronicle, October 23, 1951, p. 18. 
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made.34 
Catholic leaders seemed to be unanimous in their approval :of · 
i 
diplomatic relations ~th the Vatican.35 Cardinal Spellman said he was 
pleased by Truman's action ~nd that it was logical that two countries 
having "identical objectives of peace" should exchange viewpoints. 36: 
Cardinal Cushing claimed that the appointment would be "hailed with 
enthusiasm" by everyone truly interested in the achievement of world 
peace. 37 . Clark's nomination was also welcomed by Archbishop J. Francis 
A. Mcintyre of Los Angeles.38 An editorial in the Catholic organ of 
Portland, Oregon, the Catholic Sentinel, attacked the position of the 








it was certain that the appointment would be supported by "fair-minded ·. 
Americans" who would "not be frightened by the cry that union of Church . 
and :State is an innnediate and appalling prospect. 1140 Among the 
) 
Protestant ministers applauding Truman's move were Charles E. Park; a 
34rn this category were the Portland Oregonian, the New York 
Herald Tribune, the New York Daily News, ·and the Boston Herald. Oregon{an 
(Portland), October. 22, 1951, p. 12; New York Herald Tribune, October 22,' 
1951, p. 14; New York Times, October 23, 1951, p. 22. The Memphis 
Co~ercial App;il, the Louisville Times,' 'the Jackson (Mississippi) Daily 
Times, the Manchester Union and Leader, :and the Baltimore Sun were amqng 
the other newspapers favoring the Clark appointment. New York 'Times, ; 
October 23, 1951, p. 22; F. William O'Brien, "General Clark's Nomination 
as Ambassador to the Vatican: American ·Reaction," Catholic Historical · 
Review, XLIV (January, 1959), 422; Tidings (Los Angeles), October 26, 
1951, p. 1. 
35washington Post,' October 21, 19Sl, p. 4; Hood River Daily .fu!.!!, 
October 22, 1951, p. l; Los Angeles Examiner, October 22, 1951, p. 6~" 
36New York Times, October 21, 1951, p. 26. -








38Los Angeles Time~, October 23, 1951, p. 4; Tidings (Los Angeles), 
October 26, 1951, pp. 1, 2. 
39oregonia_!! (Portland), October 28, 1951, p.' 18. 
40Tidings (Los Angeles), . October 26, 1951, p. 9 (cf. pp. : 12, 14). 
,I 
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Unitarian,41 and Charles W. Lowry, an Episcopalian.42 Rabbi Abraham 
Hafterman thought Catholicism held such a prominent place in the world 
that it deserved such recognition,43 and Abba Hillel Silver, another 
Jewish leader, could see no reason for not having diplomatic relations 
with the Vatican.44 The Massachusetts State Senate, consisting of 20 
Protestants, 19 Catholics, and one Jew, unanimously connnended Truman 
for nominating an ambassador to Vatican City.45 
Mrs. Margaret S. Kinney, an Episcopalian friend of Mr. Truman's, 
wrote to the President, "You have acted with your usual good judgment."46 
Henry F. Angelino, a Californian, sent an approving telegram to the 
White House.47 A. R. Pinci, a Catholic writer, considered Clark a good 
choice but thought there might have been less criticism if Bernard M. 
Baruch had been selected.48 A telegram to the President from Joseph 
Scott, an attorney, said the wisdom of what Truman had done would be 
recognized by everyone who believed in the principles of the Prince of 
·Peace. 49 
41New York Times, October 22, 1951, p. 10. 
42Tidings (Los Angeles), December 7, 1951, p. 2. 
43rbid., October 26, 1951, p. 14. 
44rhid.; New York Times, October 22, 1951, p. 10. 
45Tidings (Los Angeles), November 23, 1951, p. 1. 
46The Papers of Harry S. Truman, loc. cit., Kinney to the President, 
October 20, 1951, Truman to Kinney, October 25, 1951. 
47Ibid., Angelin to the President, October 22, 1951. 
48rbid., Pinci to Short, October 20, 1951. 









The New York Times published quite a few letters from readers who 
approved of Clark's nomination. One said, "Diplomatic relations with the 
Vatican no more imply surrender to the Papacy than the same recognition 
of Tito's Yugoslavia implies capitulation to communism." A non-Catholic 
who failed to see why the appointment should cause so much trouble 
believed the expression "separation of church and state" had become "an 
empty shibboleth." Another letter indicated that an embassy in Vatican 
City was justified because the United States had diplomatic relations 
with other tiny states such as Monaco, Israel, and Luxembourg. Three 
Protestant faculty members at Yale Divinity School considered the 
appointment to be "simply a recognition of the political reality of the 
Vatican as a force in world affairs" rather than a threat to church-
state separation. Arthur Bliss Lane, former American Ambassador to 
Poland, also argued that the appointment was no departure from the 
separation of church and state and said that relations with the Vatican 
were "of the utmost importance." Another letter read: 
As an American I approve of the reestablishment ·of diplomatic 
relations with the Vatican. It appears to me that the cause of the 
free world • • • will be advanced by diplomatic exchange between 
the two greatest Powers fighting that menace. 
As a Catholic, however, I am very much inclined to regret it. 
Whatever prestige will accrue to Catholicity by this move will, 
in my opinion, be more than offset by the ill-feelings and antagonisms 
aroused among the various religious groups in the country.SO 
The pro-appointment Washington Post editorial was applauded by a 
reader who said it was encouraging that some people could iook at the 
question intelligently rather than "from a bigoted anti-Catholic, anti-
American viewpoint." A Virginia Catholic said that the editorial put the 
Clark affair "in its true perspective." The argument that the rulers of 
50New York Times, October 24, 1951, p. 30, October 26, 1951, p. 
22. 
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England and the Scandinavian countries were, like the Pope, heads of both 
church and state was used by one Washington Post reader. Another reader 
considered it very illogical to speak of Clark's nomination as a 
political move when there were more Protestants than Catholics in the 
United States.51 
The New York Herald Tribune received letters saying that direct 
' 
relations with the Vatican were long overdue, that the church-state 
separation idea could not apply to an act relating to another independent 
state, that the appointment would not increase the political importance 
of the Catholic Church in the United States, and that the Vatican's being 
a strong force for the right should be reason enough for the United 
States to recognize it.52 A letter to the Portland Oregonian charged 
that prejudice, ignorance, and inaccurate interpretations of America's 
church-state separation policy were behind the anti-representation move-
ment, and that in the world crisis of that time "the interests of the 
church and state, of Western ideals and religion" were "identical and 
united. 1153 "The absolute irrelation of two supreme societies such as 
Church and State having jurisdiction over the same subject," wrote a 
reader of the San Francisco Chronicle, "is impossible. 11 54 
Meanwhile, Truman had told his weekly press conference that the 
Clark appointment had been made in the interests of peace and did not 
violate the principle of church-state separation.SS 
Slwashington Post, October 25, 1951, p. 12. 
52New York Herald Tribune, October 27, 1951, p. 10. ----------
53oresonian (Portland), October 27, 1951, pp. 6, 7. 
54san Francisco Chronicle, October 27, 1951, p. 10. 
55Los Angele's Times, October 26, 1951, p. 11. 
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Reformation Sunday 
Reformation Sunday came a week after the Clark appointment was 
announced and Protestant ministers throughout the nation took advantage 
of that occasion to denounce the proposed ambassadorship. In addition--
at the suggestion of the National Association of Evangelicals--church 
members throughout the land demonstrated their opposition to Truman's 
move by signing protest petitions on the steps of thousands of churches. 
Protestant laymen were reported to have paid for $500,000 worth of radio 
time in order to oppose diplomatic relations with the Vatican.56 
G. Bromley Oxnam told a crowd of 10,000 in Cincinnati, "To a 
church seeking to carry the gospel of Jesus to humanity, Protestants 
pray God's richest blessings upon their Roman Catholic brethren; but to 
a state seeking political power and constant increase of property, 
Protestants are forced to speak a word of warning and to take appropriate 
action to preserve religious liberty. 1157 
Members of the Roselle Park, New Jersey, Community Methodist 
Church heard Ellsworth G. Shabert say that his conscience would not allow 
him to be silent on the Vatican representation question. He declared: 
For us to consider the Vatican as our friend because it is the 
enemy of the Kremlin is to think as a child •••• An enemy of an 
enemy is not necessarily a friend. 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
The way to fight Communism is not by seeking representation at 
the court of the Vatican. The Vatican is more of a liability to us 
56New York Times, October 29, 1951, p. 5; Los Angeles Times, 
October 27, 1951, II, 3, October 29, 1951, II, 2; "America Will Not Bow 
to the Pope," United Evangelical Action, X(November 15, 1951), 16-18. A 
variation of the petition idea was used at a St. Louis Reformation Sunday 
rally, where each of the 9,000 worshippers was given a postcard on which 
to write his protest to President Truman. Ibid., p. 17. 
57New York Times, October 29, 1951, p. 5. 
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than an asset •••• 
The Protestant countries are the real dyke holding against the 
Communist flood.58 
Several ministers told mass protest meetings, congregations, and 
radio audiences that the appointment was a threat to Christian harmony 
and national unity. 59 Others quoted prominent Catholic authorities--
including Popes--to show that Protestant and Catholic conceptions of 
church-state separation were very different.60 Robert J. McCracken, 
minister of New York's Riverside Church, referred to the Clark appoint-
ment as the most recent example of the Catholic Church's "open bid for 
power and domination. 1161 Joseph Martin Dawson suggested that it may 
have been an attempt on Truman's part to hold "machine-ridden big cities" 
in the 1952 election.62 
One of the most comprehensive anti-appointment sermons delivered 
on October 28, 1951, .appears to have been that preached by Edward 
Hughes Pruden. He objected . to the idea that communism could be effective-
ly opposed "by asking millions of Protestant Christians to violate their 
consciences • • • in order to enlist under the leadership of an authori-
tarian religious organization, 11 saying, ''It is inconceivable that we 
can strengthen America's position in the world by ignoring or nullifying 
58Ellsworth G. Schabert, Why the Appointment of !!!!. Ambassador !£ 
the Vatican is Un-American in Principle and Un-Christian in Policy 
(Roselle Park, New Jersey: Conununity Methodist Church, 1951), pp. 1, 
6, 9. 
59New York Times, October 29, 1951, p. 5; Dawson, America's Way, 
p. 39. -
60schabert, .££• cit., pp. 3 .. 5; Edward Hughes Pruden, "The Vatican 
Primarily the Seat of a Religious Institution," Liberty, XLVII (First 
quarter, 1952), 12. 
61New York Times, October 29, 1951, p. 5. 
62Dawson, lac. £!.t. 
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one of the ideals which has made our country great." He saw a special 
threat in the possibility that a diplomatic exchange with the Vatican 
would mean that a Papal nuncio would expect to be the dean of the 
diplomatic corps in Washington. The complicated possible consequences 
of this could seriously affect church-state relationships throughout the 
United States, he said. At the end of this sermon, Pruden declared: 
We • • • desire peace and harmony with all men and spiritual con-
cord with those who seek to follow Christ, but there are times when 
we must voice our protests even though it means the risk of being 
interpreted as a deliberate effort to create dissension, or an evi-
dence of ill-will toward those for whom we have only the kindliest 
regard. 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
May God help all of us, Protes§ants and Catholics alike, to agree 
to differ but to unite to serve.6 
Meanwhile, Roman Catholic Archbishop Richard J. Cushing of Boston 
told a congregation of a thousand that the appointment "would be a 
forward step toward the preservation of peace," calling the Vatican "the 
center of peaceful influences throughout the world" and "the source of 
peace. 1164 At least one Protestant preached in favor of the Clark nomi-
nation that Sunday: Charles W. Lowry, rector of All Saints Episcopal 
Church in Chevy Chase, Maryland. 65 
Letters and Telegrams to Government Officials 
Letters and telegrams concerning the Clark Affair continued to 
63Edward Hughes Pruden, "The Vatican Primarily the Seat of a 
Religious Institution," Liberty, XLVII (First quarter, 1952), 12. 
64New York Times, October 29, 1951, p. 5. 
65The Papers of Harry s. Truman, loc. cit., Truman to Lowry, 
November 1, 1951 (cf. December 15, 1951), Lloyd to Hassett, December 
13, 1951. 
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arrive at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. A few of these indicated support for 
the President's act. One said the "church and state bogeyman" had been 
"getting out of hand" and that the protesting clergymen did not correctly 
represent the attitudes of their members. 66 A Protestant Mason wrote 
that he supported the appointment because he assumed the President knew 
that it was needed, but requested instruction in the reasons for the post 
because all the information he was getting came from the opposition. 67 A 
telegram from the Toledo Diocesan Council of Catholic Men expressed hearty 
approval of the Vatican ambassadorship. 68· Another statement of support 
came from Carney O. Dean, chairman of the Lincoln County, Oklahoma, 
Democratic Connnittee, and an elder in a Protestant church.69 
A college senior class and several church groups sent protest 
telegrams, 70 as did several individuals.71 '.A letter from Mrs. Rachel 
66rbid., Koelsch to the President, Oc.tober 30, 1951. 
67Ibid., Godwin to Connelly, November .21, 1951. 
68rbid., Lavery to the President, October 29, 1951. 
69rbid., Dean to Truman, January 6, 1952. 
70These came from the Dallas Council of Church Women, the Evangeli-
cal Minister's Association of Rhode Island, the members of the Gloria Dei 
Lutheran Church in Provindence, Rhode Island, the Evangelical Council of 
Spanish Speaking Workers of El Paso, Texas, the Baptist Pastors Confer-
ence of North Carolina, the members of the Edgewood Baptist Church in 
Columbus, Georgia, the Senior Class of Ashland College in Ohio, the 
Arizona Youth Groups of the Assemblies of. God Churches, the Batesville, 
Arkansas, District Conference of the Methodist Church, the Forest Glen 
Baptist Church in Chicago, the Emporia, Kansas First Christian Church 
board, and the executive committee of the Morgantown, West Virginia, First 
Presbyterian Church Women's Association. Ibid., Manton to the President, 
November 4, 1951, Wilson to the President, November 7, 1951, Paquet to the 
President,November 9, 1951, Branch and Thompson to the President, Novem-
ber 12, 1951, Thurmand to the President, Novem~er 13, 1951, Hearn to 
Truman, November 16, 1951, Arizona Christ Ambassadors to the President, 
November 27, 1951, Wilford to the President, November 28, 1951, Forest 
Glen Baptist Church to the President, December 12, 1951, Fanestil to the 
President, January 4, 1952, Provins to the President, January 13, 1952. 
71Ibid., Dail to the President, November 19, 1951, Dillard to the 
President, January 7, 1952, Driscoll to the President, December 7, 1951, 
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Welch, who was against having an envoy in Vatican City, defended Truman 
for "making the appointment he had pledged he would not do" because by 
so doing he might be able to 
get the Catholics off his neck by the only means the Roman Catholic 
Church will accept as final. When Congress has said "no" we will be 
in a ·much better position to answer the demand of the underdog in 
Catholic countries who want sic social justice and will take it 
without freedom from the Communists, rather than not to have it all 
from their exploiters, who act with the consent of the Roman Church.72 
Other protest letters included one by a Texas Baptist Church, calling 
the nomination a "cheap piece of politics' 1 73 and one written by an Illinois 
Democrat. 74 
Several people sent Truman carbon copies of letters they had 
written to members of the Senate urging them to vote against the Clark 
nomination.75 Some Senators indicated that they received more protests 
on this issue than on any other since they had been in office; altogether, 
the protest mail was said to be the second largest in history.76 The 
State Department, indicating that it had received approximately 10,000 
Egbert to the President, January 8, 1952, Eaton to the President, 
November 30, 1951. One of the telegrams was sent by the lay director of 
the Methodist churches in Texas and New Mexico. Ibid., Brang to the 
President, December 31, 1951. 
72Ibid., Welch to Glenn, October 28, 1951. 
73rbid., Floyd and Goff to Truman, November 30, 1951. 
74rbid., Brown to Truman, December 18, 1951. 
75rbid., Dresser to Dirksen, December 10, 1951, Stauffer, ~al. to 
Capehart, December 10, 1951, Boyd to Connelly, December 21, 1951, Anderson 
to Connelly, November 10, 1951, Holland to Connelly, December 5, 1951. 
76"Letters Denounce Papal Embassy, 11 Christian Century, LXIX 
(February 13, 1952), 181; "Volume vs. Vatican," Newsweek, XXXIX (January 
28, 1952), 24, 27 (cf. New York Times, November 2, 1951, p.24). The 
Senate Foreign Relations Corrnnittee received more than 50,000 letters of 
which "scarcely more than 50 • • • were in favor of sending an ambassador 
to the Vatican." "Truman and the Vatican," New Republic, CXXVI (January 
21, 1952), 7. 
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letters on this ·issue by November 1, drew up a form letter to be used 
in reply to such letters.77 
Catholic Publications 
Catholic periodicals generally supported the Clark appointment.78 
Commonweal said recognition of the Vatican as a political state was in 
the nation's interests and would not violate church-state separation but 
that any other type of liason between the two would be inconsistent with 
this principle. It felt, however, that most American Catholics did not 
want an American ambassador at Vatican City if such an appointment meant 
religious controversy.79 
Catholic World claimed to "have never seen such an array of un-
convincing arguments in support of an official protest" as that given by 
the Protestants. It was true that many Catholic countries had been taken 
over by the communists, but this was due to geography rather than religion, 
and, whereas the Protestant churches had generally capitulated to the 
communist rulers of those countries, the Catholic Church had been "stand-
77"The receipt is acknowledged (by reference from the White House) 
of your recent communication commenting upon the nomination of General 
Mark W. Clark to be Ambassador to the State of Vatican City. 
"The President has decided that it is in the national interest and 
in the cause of world peace for the United States to maintain diplomatic 
representation at the Vatican. It is believed that such representation 
will serve the purposes of diplomacy and humanitarianism and will assist 
in coordinating the efforts of this Government and of the Vatican in 
combatting the communist menace to the free world." The Papers of Harry 
s. Truman, loc. £!.!.., McWilliams to Hassett, November 1, 1951, form letter 
draft. 
78Robert A. Graham and Robert C. Hartnett, Diplomatic Relations 
With the Vatican (New York: The America Press, 1952), p. 9. -------
79"A Vatican .Ambassador?" Commonweal, LV (November 2, 1951), 
84-85; "The Other Cheek,'' ibid., LV (January 4, 1952), 316. 
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ing up to the Soviets." To invoke the First Amendment in opposition to 
the nomination was far-fetched unless "an appointment of an Episcopalian 
by a Baptist" made "Catholicism the established religion." Although 
Catholic World, like Cormnonweal, stated that national unity was more 
valuable than an ambassador at Vatican City, it suggested that the 
dissension was coming from the Protestant ministers rather than the 
American people in general.BO 
One Catholic World writer, A. R. Pinci, was inclined to dismiss 
the fact that telegrams to the President had run six to one against the 
appointment: "It is traditional that anti's are more articulate than 
pro's, and telegrams are a sure clue that it is organized opposition." 
He claimed that the protesting clergy had "no business whatsoever" in 
opposing this "strictly official action" in view of their insistence on 
church-state separation. He regretted the implication that the Vatican 
was a place to learn military secrets and feared that sending a general 
to that post could be seen as substantiation of the Soviet claim that the 
Catholic clergy were spies~l 
America's expert on Vatican diplomacy, Robert A. Graham, used 
France as an example of a nation having church-state separation which 
found diplomatic relations with the Holy See necessary.82 He pointed to 
the many anti-Catholic countries with representatives at the Papal Court 
as evidence ·that such representation had no theological implications, 
warning that if the United States did not soon establish formal relations 
with the Vatican, circumstances would eventually force it to engage in 
80"The Ambassador to the Vatican," Catholic Horld, CLXXIV (Decem-
ber, 1951), 165. 
81A. R. Pinci, "Mr. Truman Names an Ambassador," ibid., 174-79. 
82Robert A. Graham, ''The Vatican in World Diplomacy: (I) France," 
America, LXXXVI (November 10, 1951), 150. 
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behind-the-scenes negotiations which posteritY. would view as ridiculous 
and which could be harmful to the nation.83 Many countries had found 
that · having a Vatican legation "was a small price to pay in comparison 
with the opportunities for influence" t~at it brought them. Dealing with 
the Pope through the .American Em~assy in Italy would not work: one could 
not ex~ect the Vatican to "relinquish hard-won diplomatic independence 
just to accommodate the desires of a certain section of the American 
public." If the problem were the position of a papal nuncio, the United 
States could refuse to receive one. To send an ambassador to the Pope 
and not to other religious leaders did not show partiality, according to 
Graham, because the others did not expect diplomatic relations.84 
A booklet published by the .America Press favored Vatican-American 
relations which would, it said, help show the world that the United 
States respected an institution known for its "tireless endeavor to find 
peaceful solutions, based on morality and justice, to the tensions which 
imperil peace." To it the arguments based on church and state separation 
seemed "to be products of emotion and imagination rather than reason." 
The Taylor mission had not produced any noticeable loss of religious 
liberty in the United States. American Catholics were unaware of any 
benefit that would come to them as a group from a Vatican embassy, so 
how could the establishment of such a post be preferential treatment?85 
Registration as foreign agents by members of the hierarchy would 
83Robert A. Graham, "Protestant States at the Vatican," ibid., 
LXXXVI (November 17, 1951), 175-76. 
84Robert A. Graham, "If Relations, Why Diplomatic?" ibid., LXXXVI 
(November 24, 1951), 2Q5-207; Robert A. Graham, "The Papacy in the 
Diplomatic World," ibid., LXXXVI (November 24, 1951), 252-54. 
85Graham and Hartnett, .2£• cit., - pp. 15-17. 
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exempt all Catholics from military service, said the Tablet--a Brooklyn 
Catholic paper--because clergy and laity alike were obligated to obey 
the Vatican pronouncements on "faith and morals" and both were independent 
from the Holy See in such matters as politics. Also supporting the Clark 
appointment editorially were New York's Catholic News and Seattle's 
Northwest Progress.86 Writers for the Tidings of Los Angeles expressing 
opinions on the subject shared this approval of the President's action. 
One of them said, "Nothing could be more eloquent of the fact that a 
state and a church are separate than that they should send ambassadors 
to each other. 1187 
Protestant Journals 
Christian Century's opposition to the Clark appointment was even 
more vigorous than its opposition to the Taylor mission had been. It inter-
preted the nomination as a political move, a yielding to pressure from 
the Catholic hierarchy,88 a violation of promises made to Protestant 
leaders, 89 and a deviation from the basis of peaceful interfaith re-
lations in the United States--the equality of all religious bodies. 90 
86New York Times, October 21, 1951, p. 15; F. William O'Brien, 
"General Clark's Nomination as Ambassador to the Vatican: American 
Reaction," Catholic Historical Review, XLIV (January, 1959), 435. 
87Tidings (Los Angeles), November 2, 1951, p. 32 (cf. p. 2). 
88 11President Surrenders to the Pope, 11 Christian Century, LXVIII 
(October 31, 1951), 1243; "The Politics Behind the Vatican Nomination," 
ibid., I.XVIII (October 31, 1951), 1244. 
89111£ he felt that changed conditions required a withdrawal of his 
promise, he could have called in Protestant representatives and explained 
what he was about to do and why." ''Why Did He Do It'l" ibid., LXVIII 
(November 7, 1951), 1270. 
90"Appointment Answered by Immediate Rebukes," ibid., I.XVIII 
(October 31, 1951), 1243. 
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So what if other nations sent representatives to the Papal court? -They 
did not operate under the United States Constitution. 91 "It would be an 
insult to the intelligence of an insane asylum," said a Christian Century 
writer, "to ask its inmates to believe that the present proposal is to 
send an ambassador to Vatican City State because of its importance~~ 
state. 1192 
United Evangelical Action also campaigned against the appointment. 
It urged its readers to voice their disapproval and printed a sample 
letter and a sample resolution for the assistance of individuals and 
organizations wishing to protest. 93 If Rome and the Truman administration 
could get away with this "high-handed perversion of constitutional 
justice," warned the editor, America's days of liberty were numbered.94 
The editors of the National Council Outlook, the Watchman-Examiner, the 
Christian Index, the Baptist Standard, the Baptist Bulletin, and the 
Arizona Baptist also denounced the President's move.95 
9111An Ambassador at the Vatican?" ibid., I.XVIII (November 7, 1951), 
1272. 
· 92w. E. Garrison, "Vatican Embassy -- a Personal History," ibid., 
I.XVIII (November 14, 1951), 1309. 
9311Here's How to 'Bombard' . Washington," United Evangelical Action, 
X (November 1, 1951), 9; "Vatican Ambassador," ibid., X (January 1, 1952), 
12. 
94James De Forest Murch, "Shall America Bow to the Pope of Rome," 
ibid., X (November 1, 1952); 3, 6. This article was republished in the 
Baptist Record, official journal for Mississippi's Southern Baptists. 
Ronald C. McCormack, il al. "Vatican Treaties Again," United Evangelical 
Action, X (January 1, 1952), 2. 
95~ York Times, October 30, 1951, p. 19; "It Should Not be Done," 
Watchman-Examiner, XXXIX (November 15, 1951), 1083; "Beat Him Down," 
Christian Index, CXXXI (November 1, 1951), 6; David M. Gardner, "A People 
Aroused," Baptist Standard, LX.III {November 8, 1951), 4; "Issues Involved 
in the Appointment to the Vatican," Baptist Bulletin, XVII (December, 
1951), 13-14, 23; "Appointment of Vatican Ambassador a Tragedy," Arizona 
Baptist, XXXIII (November, 1951), 9. 
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Lutherans were urged by the Lutheran Standard and the Lutheran 
Herald to speak out against the nomination.96 The latter declared that 
America's Protestants would also oppose any attempt to return to the 
"personal representative" arrangements and cited the wo_rding of the 1929 
Mussolini-Vatican agreement to show that the Pope ruled his state "as 
the head of a Church."97 It also published a very satirical anti-
representation article which had previously appeared in the Nashville 
Banner and Word and Way, a Baptist publication.98 
Presbyterian Life, suggested that if Truman really wanted an 
ambassador at Vatican City he would have selected for that position a 
man who could have been confirmed with less difficulty. It pointed to 
the Pope's -requirement that all priests withdraw from Rotary clubs as 
proof that Papal authority over Catholic clergy was not limited to 
spiritual matters. 99 An article in the Southern Presbyterian Journal 
likened the idea of joining with the Catholic Church in a crusade against 
connnunism to America's tragic collaboration with Russia against Nazism. 
The best place to oppose the nomination, it suggested, was at the polls.lOO 
The United Presbyterian also published material against Vatican repre-
96Gerhard E. Lenski, "Roman Church Strong in Washington," Lutheran 
Standard, CIX (November 24, 1951), p. 8; "Let There Be a United Answer: 
'No!"', Lutheran Herald, XXXV (November 13, 1951), 1071. 
1199. 
1096. 
97"No Compromise is Acceptable!", ibid., XXXV (December 18, 1951), 
"Ambassador to the Roman Church," ibid., XX.XV (November 20, 1951), 
98Duke K. McCall, "A U.S. Ambassador to Nashville, Tennessee," 
ibid., XXXVC (December 11, 1951), 1201. 
99Paul Cabria Payne, "We Oppose an Ambassador to the Vatican," 
Presbyterian Life, IV (November 10, 1951), 7. 
1001. N ~lsoiU B ~lU, "American Principles Have Been Violated," 
Southern Presbyterian Journal, X (October 31, 1951), 4. 
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sentation.101 
Seventh-day Adventists were urged to protest the appointment by 
the Review and Herald, their church paper. 102 Liberty devoted almost an 
entire issue to anti-representation articles. 103 Christian Life printed 
a list of the members of the Senate in order to help its readers make 
their opposition known. 104 Protestant World spoke against the nomination 
in a front-page editorial.105 The Pulpit declared that Truman had defied 
the Constitution. 106 Moody Monthly departed from its usual policy of not 
engaging in controversy with those who thought differently from it by 
denouncing an appointment which would--in its opinion--make the United 
States recognize another state which existed within its own borders. 107 
Since Truman had already made up his mind on the issue, Zions Herald 
suggested that it would be better for its readers to protest to their 
Senators and Representatives instead of to the President. 108 
The Christian Advocate said that Truman made the nomination to get 
Catholic support not only in the United States, but also in the Catholic-
dominated countries of Europe and Latin America as well as in the nations 
101s. E. Irvine, "The Vatican Appointment," Liberty, XLVII (First 
Quarter) 1952, 29-30. 
102Alvin W. Johnson, "The Appointment of an Ambassador to the 
Vatican--Part 2," Review~ Herald, CXXVIII (December 13, 1951), 7; 
C. C. Morlan, "The Pope and Politics" ibid., CXXIX (April 10, 1~52), 10. 
lOJ Herbert H. Votaw , "This Number of Liberty,'' Libert;t, XLVII (First 
quarter, 1952), 5. 
10411R . egl.ster Protest," Christian Life, XIII (December, 1951), 12. 
105New York T" N i... 2 1951 24 _ i.mes, ovemuer , , p. , 
106"The Event of the Month," Pulpit, XXII (November, 1951), 30. 
10711
The Vatican Appointment!' Moody Monthly, LII (December, 1951), 227, 
108
"The Vatican Debate," Liberty, I.XVII (First quarter, 1952), 27. 
66 
of the Far East where Catholicism was strong. It disapproved of the move 
because of the nature of the Vatican state, considering "an ecclesiastical 
dictatorship11 to be "little, if any, better choice than an economic die-
tatorship, 11 adding that "pleading for a Vatican ambassadorship in the 
name of peace is contradicted • • • by the Vatican's opposition to the 
World Council of Churches and all other efforts to bring Christian forces 
together in opposition to war. 11109 Christian Statesman feared that an 
ambassador to the Vatican would affect America's education policies and 
Christian Register thought a personal representative would be better than 
an ambassador. 110 
The editorial staff of Christianity and Crisis agreed that the 
Clark appointment was a mistake, but they did not agree on the serious-
ness of the move. Consequently the articles suggesting that it was a 
significant threat to the American way of lifelll were supplemented with 
one which said, "The President was wrong but less absurdly wrong than the 
Protestant attacks on him suggest. 11 112 
The mixed reaction of Episcopalians to the idea of Vatican-American 
l09Quoted in "General Clark and the Vatican," Liberty, XLVII (First 
quarter, 1952), 27. 
llOF. William O'Brien, "General Clark's Nomination as Ambassador 
to the Vatican: American Reaction," Catholic Historical Review, XLIV 
(January, 1951), 432-33. 
111Edwin o. Kennedy, "Preserving our Protestant Heritage," Christi-
anity and Crisis, XI (November 26, 1951), 154-58; Henry Po Van Dusen, 
"An American Embassy at the Vatican--What is at Stake?" ibid., XI 
(January 21, 1952), 187-90. 
112Although the Vatican would not have any importance were it not the 
headquarters of a church, this author reasoned, that did not cancel the 
fact that it was a state. John C. Bennett, "The Vatican Appointment," 
ibid., XI (November 26, 1951), 153. 
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relations was emphasized by a Living Church editorial which argued that 
although the action had been poorly timed and was unwise it was neither 
a surrender to the Roman Catholic Church nor a threat to church-state · 
separation. 113 Opposition arguments were also questioned in the 
Refonned Journal. The editor found it strange that other countries with 
representatives at the Papal court had not been aware of "the profound 
implication of their action." He would prefer to see the appointment 
rejected by the Senate because he did not like seeing the Catholic 
hierarchy's prestige increased and guessed that his was really the 
motivation of many of the protests which claimed that it would endanger 
church-state separation. Anyway, as he saw it, the Vatican affair was 
trivial when compared with the general departure from Reformation 
principles among American Protestants. 114 
The letters sent to these Protestant publications showed even less 
unanimity than the editorials had. Although nearly all those printed by 
United Evangelical Action supported its anti-representation position, the 
letters columns of Christian Century indicated that its readers had widely 
differing opinions. The many letters applauding the journal's position 
were balanced by those which described Christian Century's "fanatically 
legalistic views on separation of church and state" as an unpatriotic 
"anti-Catholic malignity" which would "prefer secularism to cooperation 
with Catholics," and those who asked such questions as, "Where has life 
ever been maintained when church and state, or flesh and blood, have been 
113~ Episcopal Review (Los Angeles), November, 1951, p. 2; New 
York Times, November 9, 1951, p. 50. 
114Harry R. Boer, "Protestant-Roman Catholic Tensions in the 
United State_s, 11 Reformed Journal, I (December, 1951), 6. · 
115 separated?" 
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The Secular Press 
Nation refused to view this controversy as a battle between 
churcheso Opponents of the nomination were, it said, speaking as demo-
crats rather than as sectarianso It believed Jews and Christians, 
religious and non-religious people, individuals and organizations should 
unite against "this dangerous act of obeisance to the power of Romeo"ll6 
Tom Conlan of the New York Militant claimed that the appointment 
was made by "the American imperialists" as part of their scheme to bring 
Europe's reactionary forces together for Wall Street's projected world 
waroll7 The Worker's Art Shields agreed: 
Recognition of the Vatican was a war moveo The President frankly 
announced last week that recognition meant an American-Vatican 
alliance against "Communism." By "Communism" he meant the o • o 
people • o o in lands that Wall Street seeks to conquer by bloody 
war.118 
ll5stewart Bain, ~ alo, "Shall America Bow,'' United Evangelical 
Action, (February 1, 1952), 2; Ao F. Ballbach, Jr. gt, alo, "Out of the 
Avalanche," ibido, X (December 15, 1951), .2, 15-16; Ronald Co Maccormack, 
tlo alo, "Vatican Treatise Again," ibid., X (January 1, 1952), 2; Alfred 
Baker Lewis, "The Vatican Embassy," Christian Century, LXVIII (November 28, 
1951), 1379-80; "An Ambassador at the Vatican'l" ibid., LXVIII (November 7, 
1951), 12750 
116one item of annnunition in this article was a London Times 
statement that the Vatican did not have any unique information sourceso 
"Recognition: Mro Truman's Blunder," Nation, CLXIII (November 10, 1951), 
387-880 Nation also published several other articles attacking the . 
appointment. G. Bromley Oxnam, "Down the Road to Rome," ibido, CLXIII 
(November 3, 1951), 368-70; Mark DeWolfe Howe, "Diplomacy, Religion and 
the Constitution," ibido, CLXXIV (January 12, 1952), 28-30; Joseph Lo 
Blau, "The Lesson of the Past," ibido, CLXXIV (January 12, 1952), 30-33. 
ll7Militant (New York), October 29, 1951, 1. 
118worker (New York) October 28, 1951~ 4o 
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Weekly People thought the motive was less sinister: . Truman was 
trying to avoid the loss of votes that would otherwise come if he re-
placed Catholic politicians who were linked with corruption. It was not 
as alarmed by the nomination as other socialistic newspapers because it 
considered Catholicism to be less dangerous with its political nature 
exposed. 119 
New Republic said the President had caused himself a lot of trouble 
which could have been avoided had he sent another personal representative 
instead of an ambassador.120 Time told of two significant occasions when 
the Vatican had been uninformed on vital matters concerning the Catholic 
church as evidence that its efficiency as an information source had been 
exaggerated.121 Anne O'Hare McCormack, a Catholic New York Times 
correspondent, wrote from Rome: 
Advocates who argue that the appointment is not to a religious 
leader but to the ruler of a scrap of real estate called Vatican City 
do not get much support here. The mission is either to the Pope as 
the head of a worldwide church or it is nothing, it is pointed out; 
to pretend anything else is to make the appointment useless or to 
reduce it to absurdity. 122 
Both sides of the question were presented in Atlantic Monthly and 
Foreign Policy Bulletin. In the latter periodical, the case for recogni-
tion was argued by George A. Lindbeck, ~nstructor of philosophy and 
historical theology at Yale University. It did not violate the First 
Amendment because this portion of the Bill of Rights had to do with law-
119A cartoon showed the Pope seeing a vision of a "universal 
theocracy" with "labor supine," Weekly People (New York), November 3, 1951, 
pp. 1, 4. 
6-7. 
12011Truman and the Vatican," New Republic, CXXV (October 29, 1951), 
12111The Clark Fracas," Time, LVIII (November 5, 1951), 21-22. 
122New York Times, December 24, 1951, p. 12. 
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making, and sending an Ambassador was not passing a law. No preferential 
status was being shown because recognition would not alter the relations 
of the Catholic Church in the United States to the government and because 
"the fact that a governmental policy affects various religious bodies 
differently does not in itself represent unequal treatment nor favoritism." 
Establishing relations with Vatican City ·was important to the United 
States because European Catholics fearing ''the supposed hot-headed 
belligerency of the United States" would be reassured by an "official 
American liason with what they regard as the moderating and peace-loving 
power of the Vatican" and because the Vatican's influence over Catholic 
political parties in Europe made it desirable to keep the Holy See 
informed on American views.123 Henry P. Van Dusen's anti-recognition 
article in Foreign Policy Bulletin asserted that the State Department's 
highest officials were indifferent or opposed to·representation at 
Vatican City but were not free to make their dissent known publicly. To 
him it was obvious that either the Papal court could offer no valuable 
help or else its desire for diplomatic relations with the United States 
was stronger than that for allies in an anti-communist crusade.124 
Paul Blanshard argued against the nomination in Atlantic Monthly, 
pointing out that the United States would be the only non-Catholic power 
with a full ambassador at the Vatican and that Great Britain and the 
Netherlands, the leading Protestant states with missions at the Papal 
court, did not have church-state separation. He said: 
123George A. Lindbeck, "Should U.S. Send Ambassador to Vatican?" 
Foreign Policy Bulletin, XXXI (December 15, 1951), 4, 6. 
124ttenry P. Van Dusan, "Should U.S. Send Ambassador to Vatican?" 
Foreign Policy Bulletin, XXI (December 15, 1951), 5. 
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The Pope is one man, and you cannot split him in two even to win 
both the Catholic and Protestant vote. He is head of the Holy Roman 
Catholic Church and the Vatican State, and the two are facets of the 
same thing. The Vatican's diplomats are priests and its priests are 
diplomats. 
Denying that the Vatican's intelligence service was either swift, 
thorough, or professional, he stated that while he was in Rome in 1950 
Roman newspapers had repeatedly printed facts about Catholic relations 
with Communist countries before the Vatican diplomats had any knowledge 
of them whatsoever. Blanshard considered the protests against the 
proposal for sending an ambassador to the Holy See to have been so strong 
that he doubted that the Senate would confirm any such plan during _ that 
generation.125 Arthur Mo Schlesinger, Jr., on the other hand, claimed 
that the conduct of American foreign policy was being hampered by a lack 
of diplomatic relations with Vatican City--that such relations could help 
bring Yugoslavia onto the Western side of the East-West struggle (by 
reducing Vatican hostility over the trial of Archbishop Stepinac) and 
could help transform Franco's government into a constitutional monarchy. 
His answer to the discrimination question was, "I would be in favor of 
establishing diplomatic relations with any other spiritual leader who 
wields as much temporal power as the Pope." He did not think the Pro-
testant outcry should influence Truman: "When any President begins to 
flinch from making wise decisions because they will enrage a section of 
125Paul Blanshard, 11 0ne-sided Diplomacy," Atlantic Monthly, CLXXXIX 
(January, 1952), 52-530 Blanshard wrote to the New York Times that if 
Clark were sent "the nation which has been the pioneer advocate of the 
separation of church and state" would--by being the first non-Catholic 
nation to send a full ambassador to the Vatican--"become the pioneer 
advocate of an unprecedented concession to a church-state." New York 
Times, November 9, 1951, p. 26. Christian Century considered this to be 
beside the point, because any official diplomatic relations with the 
Vatican would be unconstitutional, regardless of the minister's rank. 
"Vatican Rank is Not the Issue," Christian Century, LXVIII (November 
28, 1951), 1363. 
72 
the population, he might as well resign. 11 126 
Although Atlantic Monthly's letters column printed an equal 
number of letters favoring and opposing sending an ambassador to the 
Vatican, the magazine actually received 24 · favoring such a move and only 
10 opposing it. 127 Readers of~ Republic also were divided on the 
issue. According to one, a study of history proved 
that complete separation • • • invariably led to conflicts. What 
we need is not complete separation, but complete co-operation. 
Here are two perfect societies with supposedly the same purpose 
for existence--the good of men. Why can't they work together? I 
think President Truman appreciates this and the sooner everyone else 
does the stronger we'll be in our fight against Communism. 128 
A reader with a different opinion said the only. advantage to be gained 
from an Ambassador at Vatican City would be to the Vatican, and that one 
important reason for not having one was the danger of a resulting war 
with Russia: 
For some time now, there has been a clamor for a sort of holy 
crusade against Russia. Rightly or wrongly, most non-Catholics feel 
that the movement is spearheaded by Catholic leaders •••• 
Doubtless the Vatican regrets its losses of some 40 million-odd 
followers in Poland and Russia, and would be gratified to recover 
them; but we non-Catholics will never be used willingly as a cat's 
paw to pull its chestnuts out of the fire. • • • If we have to fight 
· Russia • • • it will be time enough when she attacks us or some of 
our democratic allies.129 
126Arthur M .. Schlesinger, Jr., "Relations with the Vatican: Why 
Not?" Atlantic Monthly, CLXXXIX (January, 1952), 55-56. 
l27J. J. Valenti,~ al., "Relations with the Vatican," Atlantic 
Monthly, CLXXXIX (March, 1952), 22-23; F. William O'Brien, "General 
Clark's Nomination as Ambassador to the Vatican: American Reaction,., 
Catholic Historical Review, XLIV (January, 1959), 438. 
128Florence Clarke, "Truman and the Vatican," New Republic, CXXV 
(December 24, 1951), 4. 
129 C. Stevens, "Truman and the Vatican," ibid., CXXVI (February 11, 
1952), 2, 4. 
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The New York Times received a letter from a Catholic who con-
sidered this to be a diplomatic rather than a religious issue, saying 
that although he did not "share the fears • • • that diplomatic recogni-
tion of the Vatican would in any way constitute a threat to the principle 
of separation of church and state" he respected the right of Protestants 
to express such views and that "if, after full and orderly discussion, 
any substantial proportion of our people" continue to oppose such a · move 
"the issue should not be pressed at this time. 11130 
An official of the Presbyterian Church in the United States of 
America believed that the advantages of relations with the Vatican would 
be outweighed by dangers and disadvantages, whereas a Rev. Thomas B. 
Coyne of Brooklyn said the issue was fundamentally one of international 
good manners.131 
Edward S. Corwin of Princeton University wrote that Truman had 
"performed an act of state of the most conunonplace sort," and another 
pro-representation letter asked what right the United States had to· 
impose its church-state concept on a foreign sovereign, pointing out--in 
answer to a letter to the New York Times by Paul Blanshard--that Pro-
testant Germany had sent a full ambassador to the Papal court before 
World War II. 132 Henry P. Van Dusen wrote that the Vatican opposed 
Conununism as an atheistic philosophy only, having declined to participate 
in the East-West conflict, and that its concordats with Hitler and · 
Mussolini and its support of men like Franco made the Vatican's trust-
130New York Times, November 3, 1951, p. 16. 
131Ibid., November 6, 1951, p. 28, November 8, 1951, p. 28. 
132 . Ibid., November 12, 1951, p. 24, November 15, 1951, p. 28. 
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worthiness as an ally doubtful.133 The Pope's dual role was compared 
in another letter to that of a minister who had recently run for mayor 
of Philadelphia. 134 
Attitude of Other Religious Groups and Leaders 
The number of protests from religious organizations was constantly 
increasing. Dozens of religious organizations went on record against 
the appointment. 135 An anti-recognition resolution was unanimously 
133rbid., November 21, 1951, p. 24. 
134Ibid., December 10, 1951, p. 28. 
135These included the American Council of Churches, the Board of 
Christian Social Action of the American Lutheran Church, the Seventh-day 
Adventist North American Division Committee on Administration, the 
Portland, Oregon Protestant churches, the St. Louis Baptist Ministers' 
Conference, the Ohio Council of Churches, the Congregational Church 
Association of New York City, the Evangelical United Bretheren Brotherhood 
Congress, the Methodist Conference of Christian Education, the Presbytery 
of West Hanover, the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. Board of Foreign 
Missions, the General Council of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S. 
(Southern), the Atlantic Circuit of the Evangelical Lutheran Church, the 
National Lutheran Council, the Friends General Conference Executive 
Conunittee, the National Council of the Protestant Episcopal Church, the 
Evangelical Washington Ministerial Union, the Pasadena Association of 
Evangelical Churches, the Atlanta Methodist Ministers' Association, the 
Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod, the Nashville Baptist Pastors' Conference, 
the Council on Christian Social Progress of the American Baptist Con-
vention, the Greater St. Louis Ministerial Alliance, the Greater Boston 
Baptist Ministers Conference, the Georgia Baptist Convention, the Chicago 
Baptist Association, the Chicago Methodist Ministers Association, the 
Council of Bishops of the Methodist Church, the executive council of the 
Bethlehem, Pennsylvania, Episcopal Diocese, and the Synod of California 
of the Presbyterian Church in the United States of America. "ALC Christian 
Social Action Board Adopts Statement on Vatican Issues," Lutheran Standard, 
CIX (December 1, 1952), 4; North American Division of Seventh-day Advent-
ists, Committee on Administration, minutes for October 26, 1951, p. 108; 
Hood River Daily Sun, October 30, 1951, p. l; "Vatican Furor," Newsweek, 
XXXVIII (November 5, 1951), 26; New York Times, October 30, 1951, p. 19, 
November 2, 1951, p. 24, November 3, 1951, p. 18, November 13, 1951, p. 
31, November 23, 1951, p. 27, December 10, 1951, p. 13, December 23, 
1951, p. 12, January 5, 1952, p. 12; L. Henry Nielson, "Ambassador to the 
Vatican," Lutheran Herald, XXXV (December 4, 1951), p. 11; "West Hanover 
Opposes Vatican Appointment;" Southern Presbyterian Journal, X (November 
7, 1951), 12; "Southern Presbyterians Oppose a Vatican Envoy," United 
Evangelical Action, X (December 15, 1951), 12; "Episcopal Leaders Oppose 
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passed in Hollywood Bowl by ministers of 162 Los Angeles area Methodist 
Churches.136 Chicago's Protestant ministers sent a three-man delegation 
to tell the senators from Illinois of their opposition.137 Pastors of all 
the Baptist churches in East St. Louis, Illinois, asked Truman not to 
deprive unborn millions of religious freedom.138 Disapproval of the 
appointment was unanimously expressed by the ministers attending the 
annual convention of the Evangelical Free Church in America. The heads 
of Protestant organizations in New Jersey declared in a joint statement 
that the United States already had the State Department for a listening 
post and that if it were ineffective diplomatic relations with Vatican 
City would not be the answer to that problem. 139 The Chandler, Oklahoma, 
Christian Church Bulletin urged its members to protest the Vatican embas-
140 sy. 
The General Board of the National Council of the Churches of Christ 
in the United States of America unanimously adopted a pronouncement on the 
subject which said: 
As Christians and as Americans we repudiate prejudice against 
Roman Catholics and deplore religious dissension. This issue now 
U.S.A.-Vatican Appointment;" ibid., X (January 1, 1952), 12; "America 
Will Not Bow to the Pope," ibid., X (November 15, 1951), 17-19; "United 
Protestantism is Opposing Appointment of Vatican Ambassador," ibid., X 
(December 1, 1951), 18-19. 
136Los Angeles Times, November 19, 1951, p. 12. 
13711America Will Not Bow to the Pope," United Evangelical Action, X 
(November 15, 1951), p. 18. 
138Ibid. 
13911united Protestantism is Opposing Appointment of Vatican Ambas-
sador,'' ibid., X {November 1, 1951), 18. 
140The Papers of Harry s. Truman: Official File, Harry S. Truman 
Library, Independence, Missouri, File 76-B, bulletin of the Christian 
Church, Chandler, Oklahoma, January 6, 1952. 
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thrust upon us, however, forces us, because of conscience, to protest 
against what is to us an alarming threat· to basic .American principles. 
We believe that the appointment of an Abmassador to the Vatican 
would be wrong in principle, useless in practice, and would produce 
consequences both far reaching and disastrous to the national unity 
of the .American people.141 · 
A campaign to coordinate opposition to Vatican-.Arnerican relations was 
organized by the National Council of Churches with the committee to direct 
· it presided over by Franklin Fry.142 Recognizing that the Supreme Court 
probably would not consider blocking the President's proposal and that 
taking the question of church-state separation too far might interfere 
with such taken-for-granted privileges as chaplains in the armed forces 
and tax exemptions for churches, the National Council decided not to base 
its opposition on constitutional arguments, although its official pro-
nouncement on the Clark Affair had said, "The President's action precipi-
tates precisely the kind of situation which our forefathers sought to 
prevent in the interest of the national welfare by constitutional 
separation of church and state. 11143 The organization's foreign missions 
division later expressed opposition to an arrangement which would, it 
said, have adverse effects on Protest'ant mission work, especially in 
Latin America.144 
A joint statement issued by 26 prominent New York area ministers, 
representing most of the major Protestant denominations, asked for a 
141National Council of the Churches of Christ in the United States 
of America, General Board, "A Pronouncement: Position of the National 
Council on Nomination of an Ambassador to the Vatican," October 31, 1951; 
New York Times, November 1, 1951,pp. 1, 17. 
142rbid., November 29, 1951, p. 33. 
143Ibid., December 1, 1951; National Council of the Churches of 
Christ in the United States of America, General Board, loc. cit. --
144New York Times, January 6, 1952, p. 16. -
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withdrawal of the Clark appointment.145 Southern Baptist president J. D. 
Gray reported that a White House conference of about 75 business, industri-
al, educational and religious leaders showed almost unanimous resentment 
of Truman's actions. As for himself, he said, "Like every patriotic, 
freedom-loving American citizen, I vigorously oppose the appointment of 
an American ambassador to the Vatican or to any other religious organi-
zation, even our own Baptist World Alliance. 11 146 
Members of the Jewish faith also tended to oppose Vatican-American 
1 . 147 re ati.ons. The American Jewish Congress, representing ten major Jewish 
Organizations with a membership of 1,200,000 urged that the Clark nomi-
nation be withdrawn, saying the proposed mission would "provide both 
precedent and encouragement for the intensification of religious pressures 
on governmental policy."148 
145The signers included Norman Vincent Peale of the Marble Collegiate 
Church, Franklin Clark Fry, United Lutheran Church in America president, 
Joseph R. Sizoo, New Brunswick (NoJo) Theological Seminary president, 
John A. Mackay, Princeton Theological Seminary president, and G. Bromley 
Oxnam, World Council of Churches president, as well as other ministers of 
Episcopal, Presbyterian, Lutheran, Congregational, Methodist, Baptist, 
and other churches and representatives of several other theological schools. 
Ibid., October 30, 1951; "United Protestantism is Opposing Appointment of 
Vatican Ambassador," United Evangelical Action, X (December 1, 1951), 19. 
146other prominent clergymen issuing protests included Arvid F. 
Carlson, Southwest area chairman of the National Association of Evangeli-
cals, Harold Lindsell, dean of Fuller Theological Seminary, Louie D. 
Newton, former president of the Southern Baptist Convention, Clyde W. 
Taylor, Secretary of Affairs for the National Association of Evangelicals, 
J. W. Behnken, president of the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod, Eugene 
Carson Blake, stated clerk of the General Assembly of the Presbyterian 
Church in the United States of America, Vere D. Loper, national moderator 
of the Congregational Christian Churches, and W. W. Breckbill, president 
of the American Council of Christian Churches. "America Will Not Bow to 
the Pope," ibid., X (November 15, 1951), 16-19. 
l47Graham and Hartnett, £E.• cit., p. 10. 
l48New York Times, November 20, 1951, p. 14; Dawson, America's Way, 
p. 40. 
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The board of directors of the National Conference of Christians 
and Jews unanimously approved a statement urging that the question be 
discussed on its merits without emotionalism and abusive censure so that 
it would not interfere with the friendly cooperation and understanding 
between faiths.149 
Although there do not appear to have been any Catholic clergymen 
who spoke against diplomatic relations with Vatican City and there were 
several who publicly supported this proposal--such as Bishop Albert R. 
Zuroweste, who wondered if the protesters would rather see a cormnunist 
triumph than to have an ambassador at the Papal court--there do not seem 
to have been any official Catholic pronouncements on the subject or any 
Catholic mass meeting urging approval of the Clark appointment. Some of 
the Catholic hierarchy were even cautioning their followers against 
becoming involved in bitter disputes over this issue.150 
Public Opinion Polls 
The Minnesota Poll asked Minnesotans in November, 1951: 
President Truman suggests that we send an American ambassador to 
Pope Pius, at the Vatican in Rome. Do you favor or oppose our 
appointment of an ambassador to the Vatican? 
The replies indicated that 32 per cent favored such an appointment, 
46 per cent opposed it, 21 per cent gave no opinion, and 1 per cent 
qualified their answer. Most of those giving qualified replies said, 
"We should have a representative at the Vatican but not a full-fledged 
149New York Times, November 11, 1951, P• . 54. 
150F. William O'Brien, "General Clark's Nomination as Ambassador to 
the Vatican: American Reaction," Catholic Historical Review, XLIV 
(January, 1959), 434-35; Graham and Hartnett, loc. cit.; J. A. Dell, "The 
Church Views the News," Lutheran Standard, CIX (December 1, 1951), 2; 
"Vatican Furor," Newsweek, XXXVIII (November 5, 1951), 26; John Cogley, 
"Back-Door Diplomacy," Conunonweal, LVII (February 27, 1953), 514. 
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ambassador." Most of the Catholics (71%) said they favored having an 
ambassador at Vatican City, and a majority of the Protestants were opposed 
to such representation 0 Republicans and independents tended to oppose 
Truman's proposal but supporters of the Democratic-Farmer-Labor party 
generally favored it 0 151 
.America noticed that some significant opinion changes had been 
made since the previous Minnesota Poll on this subject: 4 per cent fewer 
Catholics and 11 per cent fewer Protestants favored diplomatic relations 
with the Vatican than had in 19500 It suggested that a reason for this 
was that the opposition campaign had succeeded in changing Protestant 
minds and that Catholics had been convinced that it "was not worth fight-
ing foro"l52 
Sixty per cent of those questioned by the Gallup Poll had heard 
or read about the Clark appointment. Nineteen per cent favored Senate 
151Town residents were evenly divided in their answers but 45 per 
cent of farm residents and 48 per cent of city dwellers said they opposed 
diplomatic representation at the Vatican. Of the Catholics polled, 71 
per cent favored and 10 per cent opposed an ambassador to the Vatican, 
18 per cent indicated no opinion and 1 per cent gave qualified replies. 
Of the Protestants, oniy 19 per cent favored the move, 57 per cent opposed 
it, 22 per cent gave no opinion and 2 per cent had qualified answerso 
Forty-eight per cent of all the men polled and 43 per cent of the women 
were against American representation at Vatican City compared with only 
32 per cent from each sex who favored ito Qualified replies were given by 
2 per cent of the men and 1 per cent of the women, while 18 per cent of 
the men and 24 per cent of the women asnwered, "no opinion." Minneapolis 
Sunday Tribune, Minnesota ·Poll Advance Release, December 9, 1951. 
152"Poll on Vatican Envoy," America, LXXXVI (December 22, 1951), 325. 
This conclusion seemed to be supported by a Review and Herald article 
telling of an evangelistic campaign in Baltimore, "a recognized center of 
Catholic influenceo" After a sermon on ".America and the Ambassador" the 
adults present were given ballots and told to indicate their opinion on 
this issue 0 The vote against representation was 497. Only 8 people 
voted for an ambassador to Vatican City and 5 said they were undecided. 
The article concluded that this indicated that public opinion on such 
issues could be influenced by Seventh-day Adventists when using tact, 
care, and real Christian love. W. H. Barringham, "Vatican Appointment 
Opposed in Baltimore," Review~ Herald, CXXIX (April 10, 1952), 19. 
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confirmation and 29 per cent opposed it. A "no opinion" answer was given 
by 12 per cent. Catholics approved of the nomination 7 to 2; Protestants 
disapproved in about the same proportion (3 to 1).153 
The Gallup and Minnesota polls together seem to indicate that, as 
a result of the clergy-directed campaign against Vatican-American 
relations, the majority of Americans--especially Protestants--had decided 
that they did not want an ambassador at Vatican City. 
The Aftermath 
From talking to other members 0£ Congress, Senator Richard Russell 
concluded early in January, 1952, that the bill which would allow Clark 
to retain his military status while serving as ambassador to Vatican City 
was not likely to pass. 154 Senator Conally believed that the nomination 
itself would also fail to pass the Senate.155 Because of the congressional 
opposition to the Clark appointment, the general requested that his nomi-
nation be withdrawnol56 In complying with this request Truman indicated 
153sixty per cent of those polled having heard about the nomination 
was considered "a very high proportion for a public issue." Smith and 
Jamison, .£!?• ..£!.!;., Po 148. 
154New York Times, January 7, 1952, Po 12. 
155rbid., January 8, 1952, p. 170 
156clark gave as the reason for this move the controversy which his 
nomination had caused. Ibid., January 14, 1952. Oscar Halecki explained 
the Clark withdrawal by saying, "Congressional opponents of the move 
inflicted procedural delays and other technical maneuvers upon the process 
necessary for confirmation to the extent that after months of uncertainty 
the general finally requested that his name be withdrawn. Oscar Halecki, 
Puis XII (London: Weidenfeld and Nicholson, 1954), p. 372. Joseph Martin 
Dawson's version was that "it soon became apparent that the Senate would 
not confirm the appointment of an ambassador to the Vatican" so the Demo-
cratic National Corrrrnittee's chairman advised Truman "to abandon his effort 
for a full ambassador and appoint a presidential representative instead." 
Dawson, .America's Way, p. 44. U.S. News~ World ReEort also said that 
it was congressional opposition which forced the President to withdraw 
Clark's nomination. "Vatican and U.S.: Closer Ties?" U.S. News and World 
Report, LV (July 15, 1963), 37. 
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that he would make another appointment for the Vatican ambassadorship.157 
Newsweek, however, said it was likely that he would not, and predicted 
that the President would instead send another personal representative.158 
Protestant leaders hoped that Truman would drop the whole idea, 
declaring that their opposition had been to the post and not to the 
person chosen to fill it. The American Council of Christian Churches 
went ahead with its plans for an anti-representation pilgrimage to 
Washington, D. C. Between 500 and 1000 people joined in the January 24 
demonstration. When their request to meet with the President was 
rejected they presented their petitions (signed by 50,000 people) to 
Senator Connally.159 
Several other religious organizations persisted in proclaiming 
that America should not be represented at the Holy See. On Januar~ 14, 
1952, moderators representing 3,500,000 Presbyterians urged the President 
to avoid any relationship of this type. 160 Within a week anti-repre-
sentation resolutions were passed by three segments of the Methodist 
Church--the Council of Bishops, the Women's Division of Christian Service, 
and the Board of Missions and Church Extension; meanwhile, the Greater 
Paterson (New Jersey) Council of Churches reaffirmed its opposition to 
Vatican-American relations .• 161 A telegram to Truman from Detroit's 
157New York Times, January 14, 1952, p. 1. 
15811 significan~e," Newsweek, (January 28, 1952), 27-28. 
159New York Times, January 14, 1952, p. 1, 23, January 25, 1952, 
pp. 1, 7. 
160rbid., January 14, 1952, p. 23. 
16lrbid., January 15, 1952, pp. 18, 25, January 19, 1952, pp. 9, 
16. 
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Jewish Forum said appointing an ambassador to the Vatican would cause 
world-wide religious tension.162 
Several other organizations went on record declaring or reaffirm-
ing their anti-representation position. 163 
Nation's comment on the withdrawal of Clark's nomination was, 
"For the time being the President has prevented a record vote, but groups 
opposed to the appointment should keep the pressure on until Mr. Truman 
publicly disavows the project and formally affirms the constitutional 
separation of church and state. ul64 New Republic hoped that _the 
President's statement about submitting a new nomination was made only to 
save his face. 165 A Reporter writer mentioned the Pope's proclamation of 
neutrality in the conflict of communism and democracy as "something 
President Truman must not have known or he could not have nominated an 
ambassador to the Vatican to 'assist in co-ordinating the effort to 
combat the Communist menace. 111 166 
162The Papers of Harry So Truman, loc. cit., Gleicher to the 
President, January 25, 1952. 
163These included. the Edison Park Evangelical and Reformed Church in 
Chicago, the National Lutheran Council, the National Council of Presbyter-
ian Men, the Methodist General Conference, the International Church of 
the Foursquare Gospel, the Disciples of Christ International Convention, 
the American Baptist Convention, the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A., 
the United Presbyterian Church General Assembly, the New York State 
Presbyterian Synod, and the National Council of Churches General Board. 
Ibid., Wolff to Truman, January 31, 1952; New York Times, February 2, 1952, 
p. 14, February 3, 1952, p. 7, May 7, 1952, p. 23, May 22, 1952, p. 23, 
May 24, 1952, p. 16, May 29, 1952, p. 29, June 4, 1952, p. 2, June 19, 
1952, p. 33; Los Angeles Times, February 5, 1952, II, 3; National Council 
of the Churches of Christ in the United States of America, Gen·eral Board, 
"A ~ronouncement: Position of the National Council on Nomination of an 
Ambassador to the Vatican," Reaffirmation, December 12, 1952. 
7. 
164"The Shape of Things," Nation, CLXXIV (January 19, 1952), 49. 
165 11Truman and the Vatican," New Republic, CX:XVI (January 21, 1952), 
166Max Ascoli "America , , 
(January 22, 1952), 4. 
the Vatican, and Israel," Reporter, VI 
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Christian Century believed that most Americans, regardless of 
political or religious affiliations, hoped Truman would drop the Vatican 
embassy idea. According to this periodical, the Clark affair had demon-
strated that the nation was still Protestant in spirit but the "political 
Romanism" was "a tremendous and dangerous power" which unceasingly 
campaigned to promote its own interests and that defenders of American 
principles could not depend on the secular press to give a fair and 
complete account of such struggles. 167 United Evan&elical Action said 
the National Association of Evangelicals would continue to oppose sending 
any kind of envoy from the United States to Vatican City.168 Each 1952 
issue of Liberty contained at least one article against American repre-
sentation at the Papal court.169 Watchman-Examiner ran several anti-
representation editorials that year, and as late as May 3, 1952, Lutheran 
Standard was presenting evidence that pressure for the Clark appointment 
had come from the Vatican.170 
The Winter, 1952-53, issue of American Scholar contained an 
l67"The Vatican Lesson," Christian Century, LXIX (January 30, 1952), 
118-19. 
l68 11operation Rome," United Evangelical Action, X (February 1, 
1952), 11; "The Vatican Envoy, 1' ibid., X (February 1, 1952), 12. 
169Herber H. Votaw , "This Number of Liberty," Liberty,XLVII 
(First quarter, 1952), 5; Herber H. Votaw, "The Pope Should Say So," 
ibid., XLVII (Second quarter, 1952), 28-29; Glen L. Archer, "The Vatican 
Issue," ibid., LXVII (Third quarter, 1952), 15-17, Herber H. Votaw, · 
"Vatican Appointment Issue is Not Dead," ibid., XLVII (Third quarter, 
1952), 26-27; Frank H. Yost, "U.S. Vatican Envoy," ibid., XLVII (Fourth 
quarter, 1952), 29-30. 
170 11The Vatican Ambassador," Watchman-Examiner, XL (January 17, 
1952), 55; "Our Politics and the Vatican," ibid., XL (April 24, 1952), 
393; ."Funds for the Vatican Mission," ibid., XL (August 14, 1952), 
761-62; "Election and Vatican Link," ibid., XL (September 11, 1952), 
835; "Is There to be a Vatican Envoy," ibid., XL (November 27, 1952), 
1097; J. A. Dell, "The Church Views the News," Lutheran Standard, CX 
(May 3, 1952), 2. 
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article by Louis Joughin, research director of the American Civil 
Liberties Union, who--stressing that these were his own personal views--
said: 
The implications of diplomatic exchange with the Vatican are 
serious and forboding. The least danger to be anticipated is a fruit-
less and irritating alliance of courtesy with an intrinsically un-
democratic power •• · • which ••• is operative throughout the land 
and complicatedly involved in every phase of American life. The 
greater and not improbable danger is that countless issues which 
have been solved in terms of their fundamentally secular quality 
will become colored by the bitter divisiveness of religious contro-
171 versy •••• 
A letter from a Texan begged Truman to "let good enough alone." 
A New Yorker wrote, "Having conducted an administration which has -been 
singularly ·noteworthy for its scandals and corruptions, you have ear-
marked one more niche in the hall of defamation for yourself in bringing 
--
a needless religious controversy upon the country." A California woman 
urged the President not to be "a tool manipulated by Rome." A telegram 
to the White House from a Michigan lady said appointing an ambassador to 
the head of the Catholic Church would infringe on the rights of other 
religious organizations. A letter from Corpus Christi, Texas, warned 
that although its writer had never before voted for anyone who was not 
a Democrat she would if Truman persisted in his plan to send an ambas-
sador to Vatican City. Another letter claimed that having an ambassador 
at the Vatican would destroy one of America's greatest freedoms. From 
New York the President received a letter pointing out the profound 
differences between the Papal States and Vatican City. A telegram from 
five missionaries of the Evangelical Free Church protested against 
Truman's plan. A North Carolina man wrote, "Please begin to consider the 
171Louis Joughin, "The Vatican Appointment: The Further Impli-
cat:lons," American Scholar, XXII (Winter, 1952-53), 93-94. 
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needs and the rights of the people instead of your own selfish desire 
to get votes regardless of the methods used." A New York woman asked 
r 
the President, "What are you getting out of this?" A dictionary-reading 
California housewife asked why the United States Government needed to be 
represented at a church, palace, museum, or library.172 
Letters of opposition were still being sent to members of 
Congress as well.173 One of these argued, "For Americans to assist a 
totalitarian church in its world conquest and persecution of Protestants 
is unthinkable. 11174 
Senator Hubert H. Humphrey, a Minnesota Democrat, said he expected 
to vote against confirmation of an ambassador to Vatican City.175 Another 
member of Congress, Clyde R. Hoey of North Carolina, gave evidence of 
opposition to Vatican-American relations by inserting into the Congres-
sional Record an anti-representation article which he said was "very 
fine. 11176 Remarks by Congressman William E. Benton of Connecticut, on 
the other hand, suggested that he favored Vatican-American relations. 177 
172Tpe Papers of Harry S. Truman, loc. cit., Goff to the President, 
January 14, 1952, Ashley to Truman, Jan;ary 17, 1952, Dinglady to Truman, 
January 21, 1952, Gamer to the President, January 24, 1952, Albrecht 
to Truman, February 8, 1952, Allison to Truman, January 26, 1952, Five 
Lady Missionaries to Truman, April 24, 1952, Gardnier to the President, 
January 21, 1952, Hill to Truman, January 24, 1952, Ferguson to Truman, 
January 28, 1952. 
173Ibid., Connelly to Brooks, January 25, 1952, Coffin to Lodge, 
February 22, 1952. 
174rbid., Garman to Connelly, January 18, 1952. 
175 11protestant Protests Get Results on Envoy," United Evangelical 
Action, (February 1, 1952), 15. 
176u.s. Con&ressional Record, 82nd Cong. 2nd sess., 1952, XCVIII, A61. 
177New York Times, April 7, 1952, p. 12. -
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Rabbi William F. Rosemburg thought that al though it may not have 
been best to send a regular ambassador to the Vatican, America should 
have some kind of representation there. He said a joint conference of 
Protestants, Catholics, and Jews should settle the problem. 178 
A telegram from a Catholic War Veterans group in Pennsylvania 
urged Truman to carry out his Vatican embassy plans. 179 Cardinal Spell-
man declared that representation at the Papal court was '~oth appropriate 
and necessary" and said that when he had toured South America he had 
been unable to adequately explain why the United States did not have such 
representation.180 Martin F. Hastings, a Jesuit priest completing his 
doctorate at the University of California at Berkeley, seemed to betray 
a pro-representation attitude when he answered the argument that the 
United States would derive no commercial benefit from an ambassador at 
Vatican City with the observation that "to predicate diplomatic exchanges 
upon such a commercial motive alone would not seem to place them on a 
very high level."181 
In March the State Department asked the House Appropriations 
Committee for $70,000 with which to establish an American embassy .at 
Vatican City. 182 A rider to the appropriations bill, introduced by 
178Ibid., January 27, 1952, p. 20. 
179The Papers of Harry S. Truman, lac. cit., Catholic War Veterans 
to the President, January 29, 1952. 
lBONew York Times, January 17, 1952; "Spellman in Rome Discusses 
Envoy," 'ifriited Evangelical Action, X (February 1, 1952), 15. 
181Martin F. Hastings, "United States-Vatican Relations," Records of 
~ American Catholic Historical Society of Philadelphia, LXIX (March, 
June, 1958), 54. 
182Los .Angeles Times, March 26, 1952, p. 20. The Lutheran believed 
that Truman wanted to make a recess appointment because 11it would be more 
difficult to upset an arrangement already established then something 
brand new" but speculated that someone in the State Department wanted to 
test Congressional opinion on the subject because $70,000 could have been 
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Representative Prince H. Preston Dr. of. Georgia, said, "No part of any 
appropriation contained in this title shall be used to pay the expenses 
of maintaining any foreign service post or mission, exclusive of consular 
posts, in any state or country prior to confirmation by the Senate of 
the appointment of the first chief of mission or other diplomatic 
representative to that state or country." The Appropriations Committee 
agreed, by a 19 to 17 vote, to attach the rider.183 
Although it did not mention Vatican City, the rider was immediately 
recognized as an attempt to prevent the establishment of an embassy 
there without Senatorial consent.184 Representative John J. Rooney of 
New York, a Catholic Democrat, declared on the floor of the House: "This 
easily "tucked away" in the regular appropriation for diplomatic missions. 
"The Church in the News," Lutheran, XXXIV (April 9, 1952), 4; (April 16, 
19 52), 6. 
183u.s., Congressional Record, 82nd Cong. 2nd sess., 1952, XCVIII, 
ibid., p. 3545. The Democratic Committee members voting for the Preston 
rider were G. H. Mahon and Albert Thomas of Texas, J. K. Whitten of 
Mississippi, G. Wo Andrews of Alabama, J. V. Gary of Virginia, Preston, 
O. A. Passman of Louisiana, Fred Marshall of Minnesota, and J. J. Riley 
of South Carolina. Republicans favoring it were H. Carl Anderson of 
Minnesota, Walt Horan of Washington, John Phillips of California, E. P. 
Scrivner of Kansas, Norris Cotton of New Hampshire, G. R. Davis of 
Wisconsin, Gerald R. Ford, Jro, of Michigan, and George B. Schwake of 
Oklahoma. Democrats opposing the rider were Clarence Cannon of Missouri, 
Jo H. Kerr of North Carolina, M. J. Kirnir of Ohio, John J. Rooney _of 
New York, Joe B. Bates of Kentucky, Ja E. Fogarty of Rhode Island, W. F. 
Norrell of Arkansas, H. M. Jackson of Washington, L. C. Rabaut of Michigan, 
C. C. McGrath of New York, s. R. Yates of Illinois, Foster Eureolo of 
Massachusetts, and W. K. Denton of Indiana. Republicans opposing the 
Preston amendment were John Taber of New York, Cliff Clevenger of Ohio, 
B. F. James of Pennsylvania, and F ; · G. Ashdahl of North Dakota. Two 
Republicans (F. E. Bushby of Illinois and Ivor O. Fenton of Pennsylvania) 
and one Democrat (Alfred D. Siminski of New Jersey) voted "present." 
New York Times, March 29, 1952, p. 4 (cf. p. 1). 
184Newspaper stories of the committee's action carried headlines 
saying such things as, "House Committee Votes to Block Truman Plan for 
Vatican Envoy," "Bill to Hold up Papal Envoy Pay," and "Battle Shapes 
up Over Funds for Embassy at Vatican." New York Herald-Tribune, March 
29, 1952, p. 1; Los Angeles Examiner, March 29, 1952, p. 2; Daily News 
(Los Angeles), March 29, 1952, p. 2. t 
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language is directly and solely aimed against the establishment of a 
small diplomatic mission at the Vatican. • • • I intend to fight with all 
my ability to defeat the amendrnent 0 11185 
Congressman John W. McCormack of Massachusetts, another Catholic 
Democrat, thought it very unfortunate that the rider had been passed by 
the committee because he saw the world situation as a religious conflict 
in which "the forces of anti-God, represented by international communism 
and imperialism" were "attempting to destroy civilization which has its 
origin in God Himself. 11186 When Rooney offered an amendment to strike 
out the Preston rider, he indicated that the Catholic hierarchy had never 
discussed a Vatican ambassadorship at its annual meetings and said 
establishing diplomatic relations with Vatican City "sould be a great 
aid in carrying out our foreign policy and a tremendous help in persuading 
the peoples of the world that our intentions are what we sincerely believe 
them to be. ul87 
Representative Louis B. Hell.er of New York called attention to the 
fact that the only major nations not represented at the Papal court were 
Russia, China, and the United States, saying, "The failure to establish 
diplomatic relations with the Vatican leaves us somehow in the same 
category with these two Communist countries, which is not only a para-
doxical and embarrassing situation for us but it also creates considerable 
doubt among our friends who are inclined to regard our attitude with some 
suspicion." He described the church-state argument as "fantastic" be-
cause the President understood "fully the constitutional and historical 
r 
185u.s., Congressional Record, 82nd Cong., 2nd sess., 1952, XCVIII, 
3141. 
186rbid., p. 3545. 
187rbid., pp. 3545-46. 
t 
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role of religion in American life" and ''would not brook a distortion of 
that role. 11188 
Another amendment was introduced by Representative Ao D. 
Sieminski, a non-Catholic Democrat from New Jersey. It would have 
allowed the Preston rider to apply to relations with all the other 
nations of the world except Vatican City. He argued that the Vatican was 
"the greatest moral force among God-fearing men in the world today," 
adding: 
If we shut the door on the Vatican state now, we are surrendering 
a dark victory to communism, and betraying our valiant dead in Korea. 
• • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • 
The communists and fellow travelers would have you believe this 
is a religious issue. Let us not be taken in. The true intent of 
this propaganda is to weaken, disgrace, and defeat the efforts of 
the Vatican state in combatting conununism.189 
Roman Catholic Congressman Donald Lawrence O'Toole of New York 
pointed to American diplomatic relations with countries having state 
religions and with those whose sovereigns were heads of churches as 
evidence that the church-state issue did not apply. He asked if the 
United States was going to deprive itself of that "much-needed infor-
mation because of the falacious arguments sired by bigotry and bred of 
intolerance."190 
A vote for the rider would--according to Florida's Congressman 
Charles Edward Bennett--be a "blow against religious freedom ••• because 
it is an obvious effort to discriminate against the tiny, temporal state 
called Vatican City, simply because its ruler is a powerful religious 
leader" while no such action was taken with regard to England, Japan, 
188rbid., p. 3547. 
189Ibid., pp. 3413, 3547-48. 
l90ibid., p. 3411-12, 3548. 
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or Tibet. He favored having a presidential envoy at the Vatican rather 
than an ambassador but opposed the rider because he thought it would 
cause unnecessary disunity. Preston's rider was described by Congress-
man Immanuel Celler of New York, a Jewish Democrat, as "a wound to the 
sensibilities of Catholics throughout the country."191 
In defense of his rider Preston said that his views on the Vatican 
matter were not extreme--he was agreeable to having a personal repre-
sentative but did not think a regular ambassador should be sent to 
Vatican City without Senate approval. "I merely see," he explained, 
"to insure that the constitutional process provided by our all-wise fore-
fathers will be followed before the funds appropriated in this bill will 
be expendedo 11192 
Republicans and Southern Democrats united in the House to defeat 
the attempts of Rooney and Sieminski to eliminate or change the Preston 
rider,19~ but that amendment was rejected by the Senate Appropriations 
Committee. Senator Pat McCarran, a Nevada Catholic, explained that the 
corrnnittee felt "the religious issue should not be injected into an 
appropriation bill. 11194 The rider was defeated in the Senate and elimi-
nated by a Senate-House conference.195 
Two potential Presidential candidates made statements on · the 
19lrbid., pp. 3548-49. 
192rbid., p. 3547. 
193New York Times, April 5, 1952, pp. 1, 7. -
194u.s., Congressional Record, 82nd Cong. 2nd sess., XCVIII, 8099. 
Nation found this illogical because McCarran had enthusiastically approved 
a similar limitation aimed at UNESCO, an organization which Catholics 
had attacked for its secular and materialistic approach. "The Shape of 
Things," Nation, CLXXV (July 19, 19 52), 1. 
195New York Times, June 25, 1952, p. 18, July 3, 1952, p. 8. 
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Vatican issue in February, 1952. Senator Robert A. Taft, when speaking 
at Gonzaga University, a Catholic institution, was asked if he would 
appoint an ambassador to the Vatican if he became the nation's chief 
executive. He said he thought a personal representative would be satis-
factory. Senator Estes Kefauver indicated opposition to sending an 
ambassador to Vatican City, saying that the only representative the 
President should have there was a personal envoy, but he praised the 
Catholic church's anti-conununist efforts and declared, "I have no fears 
about any interference with our Government from Vatican City. 11 196 
Southern Baptist president J. D. Grey warned the candidates in 
May that Baptists did not want an American President who favored a 
mission to the Papal court. A month later Oklahoma's Senator Robert 
Kerr, a Democratic Presidential aspirant, spoke against sending an ambas-
sador to the Holy See.197 
When the political conventions were over, newsmen asked the official 
Presidential nominees to state their views on this issue. Governor Adlai 
E. Stevenson, the Democratic candidate, said he would not favor official 
relations with the Vatican because ''the feeling in this country is that 
it constitutes an official recognition of a religion, of a denomination, 
and that is highly incompatible with our own theory of the separation of 
church and state. 11 However, he--like Taft and Kefauver--suggested that a 
196rbid., February 12, 1952, p. 28, February 15, 1952, p. 10. 
These men along with two other Presidential possibilities, Harold Stassen 
and Earl Warren, were earlier reported to have avoided this issue. Ibid., 
January 27, 1952, p. 20. 
197Ibid., May 15, 1952, p. 29, July 16, 1952, p. 16. A month after 
this Truman told a press conference that he was not considering a new 




Taylor-style personal representative might be desirable. 198 
On behalf of Dwight David Eisenhower, the Republican nominee, 
Arthur Vandenberg, Jra, a member of his staff, replied that the general 
had "never favored the appointment of an ambassador to the Vatican" and 
that "before considering any such action, he would certainly seek the 
advice of the whole American people as demonstrated by their repre-
sentatives in Congress."199 
198Ibida, September 16, 1951, ppo 1, 26; "Vatican Embassy Issue 
Enters Campaign," Christian Century, I.XIX (October 1, 1952), 1115. 
Christian Century opposed this "personal representative" suggestion in 
Stevenson's answer, saying Personal Representative Taylor's mission could 
not point to a single achievement to justify its anomalous existence" and 
claiming that neither the Pope nor the majority of Americans had "any 
use for the 'personal representative' fakery." ''More Study Needed on 
Vatican Issue," ibid., LXIX (October 1, 1952), 1115-16. Glen L. Archer 
commended him for recognizing that a Vatican ambassador would be a depart-
ure from American principles but asked him to clarify his statement about 
a personal representative. New York Times, September 17, 1962, p. 27. 
199New York Times, October 29, 1954, p. 13. Some observers have 
stated that Eisenhower "did not commit himself either way" on this issue. 
Halecki, Pius XII, p. 373, "How Do the Candidates Differ on the Embassy 
Question,° Christian Century, I.XIX (October 1, 1952), 1115. 
CH.APTER III 
THE EISENHOWER, KENNEDY, AND JOHNSON ADMINISTRATIONS 
The Eisenhower Years 
Before General Dwight David Eisenhower was sworn in as the thirty-
fourth President of the United States, Christian Century warned that the 
worst mistake the Republican Administration could make--next to leading 
the nation into atomic war--would be to try sending an ambassador to 
Vatican City. 1 Soon after the inauguration the National Lutheran Council, 
representing eight Lutheran bodies with 4,000,000 members, told the new 
President that it would fight any Vatican appointment "with all possible 
vigor."2 
When Mrs. Clare Boothe Luce, a convert to Catholicism, was named 
American Ambassador to Italy, newspapers ·began to suggest that perhaps 
the new administration wanted her to maintain a close relationship with 
the Vatican. Protestants and Other Americans United for the Separation 
of Church and State asked for a clarification as to what her duties would 
be, saying that she should not go to Rome if she would serve as a contact 
with the Holy See there and expressing a hope that the Eisenhower admini-
stration would have neither secret nor open diplomatic relations with 
Vatican City. It also suggested that her beliefs on the subject of church-
l"How Not to Start a New Administration,'' Christian Century, LXIX 
(December 31, 1952), 1516. 
2New York Times, February 7, 1953, p. 18. 
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state separation should be investigated. Senator Robert A. Taft supported 
the appointment and said he did not think that it was any part of any move 
to reestablish diplomatic relations with the Papal court. Mrs. Luce, at 
a closed meeting of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, said that she 
supported church-state separation and would have no relations, "formal or 
informal, open or secret," with the Vatican. The Senate confirmed her 
nomination after Senator Alexander Wiley assured his colleagues that this 
appointment did not in any way involve American relations with Vatican 
City. 3 
Paul Blanshard petitioned the State Department in 1953 to revoke 
the American citizenship of Archbishop Gerald P. O'Hara, the Papal nuncio 
to Ireland, arguing that the Holy See either was or was not a sovereign 
state and that if it was one O'Hara had taken an oath of allegiance to a 
foreign ruler and was serving as a diplomat for a foreign state and 
therefore should--according to Section 349 of the McCarron Act--lose•his 
citizenship. However, he reasoned, if the Vatican was not a sovereign 
state the idea of sending an ambassador to the Papal court was both 
ridiculous and contrary to international law. The petition was denied 
by a State Department spokesman who said that O'Hara's function as a 
representative of the Holy See was purely ecclesiastical. This was re-
inforced by a Vatican Press Service statement that the nuncio was acting 
"exclusively in the religious and ecclesiastical field." Christian · 
Century proclaimed that the State Department's answer disposed of "what 
argument there was in favor of sending an ambassador to the Vatican:" 
The Papal church can't have it both ways. If d~plomacy with the 
Papal court is exclusively an ecclesiastical matter, then the United 
3Ibid., February 10, 1953, p. 14, February 11, 1953, p. 5, February 
12, 1953, p. 15, February 18, 1953, p. 19, March 3, 1953, p. 12. 
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States has no business ••• sending an ambassador to this church's 
headquarters. If, on the contrary, the pope sends and receives 
diplomats as the head of a secular state, then Archbishop O'Hara's 
status needs a thorough airing and review.4 
Although official.State Department statements indicated that it 
had no plans for sending a diplomatic representative to the Vatican,5 
Undersecretary of State Walter Bedell Smith said in March, 1954 that he 
personally was in favor of establishing official Vatican-American relations. 
He made it clear that he was not speaking for the State Department, which 
had no position on that "political matter. 116 When President Eisenhower 
was asked his views on this subject at a press conference he advised the 
questioning reporter to look up his previous statements.· As a result, 
the New York Times published the 1952 campaign statement released by a 
member of Eisenhower's staff and interpreted it to mean that the 
President was opposed to diplomatic relations with Vatican City.7 
Except for the pro-representation articles inserted into the 
Congressional Record by Abraham J. Multer of New York and Michael Feighan 
of Ohio in February, 1953, Congress ignored the Vatican issue until 1959 
when Congressman Victor L. Anfuso, a New York Catholic, urged relations 
4 11 State Department Juggles Vatican Hot' Potato," Christian Century, 
I.XX (March 18, 1953), 307-308; Smith and Jamison, .2£.• cit., p. 136. 
5New York Times, April 13, 1953, p. 3, March 24, 1954, p. 55. 
One reporter claimed that "a top American diplomatic source" had assured 
the Vatican in 1958 that if Dulles lived two more years America's official 
relations with the Vatican would be resumed. Banett McGurn, A Reporter 
Looks~ the Vatican (New York: Coward McCann, Inc., 1952), p. 266. 
6This statement was made in answer to questions from Congressman 
John J. Rooney while testifying before the House Appropriations Conunittee. 
New York Times, February 24, 1954, p. 4. - . 
7rbid., October 28, 1954, pp. 18, 28, October 29, 1954, p. 13. 
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with the Papal court. He thought it very strange that the United States 
should have diplomatic missions at the various Connnunist countries but 
none at the Holy See when his experiences as a World War II intelligence 
officer had shown him the value of the Vatican as an information source •. 
His speech began to sound strangely like that given by Congressman Heller 
in' opposition to the Preston rider seven years earlier as he said the idea 
that diplomatic relations with the Vatican would violate the separation 
of church and state was "fantastic," and added: 
All of us are deeply aware of the constitutional and historic 
role of religion in American life. I dare say that the American 
people would not brook any distortion of that role any more than it 
would approve religious bigotry and intolerance--consequently, the 
establishment of diplomatic relations with the Vatican would be 
entirely in accord with our Constitution, our history and our 
tradition. It is motivated solely by the desire for the promotion 
of world peace and understanding. 
Arguments that such a relat;onship would show favoritism toward one 
religion or would bring Papal rule to America were described by Anfuso as 
"antiquated" and "too ridiculous for our day and age." 
It so happens that the Vatican is today the only existing world 
religious center having diplomats in other nationso ••• If other 
faiths had a similar world organization, I would be the first to 
advocate diplomatic representation to ••• such a body. 
• • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
In sending a diplomatic mission to the Vatican, the United States 
would demonstrate to the world that it has the highest esteem for the 
Catholic Church and the broad principles of religious freedom for 
which it stands. 
Being in a category with Russia and Conununist China was--according 
to Anfuso--embarrassing and the cause of "considerable doubt in the minds 
of our friends and allies who are inclined to regard our attitude as 
inunature action unbefitting a great nation." He considered it logical in 
the "war" against Conununism "to stand together in a common cause with all 
those forces who think as we do, who seek the same goals, who are fight~ 
ing the same enemy." His resolution urging the President to ''take such 
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steps as may be necessary to provide for diplomatic representation of the 
United States in the Vatican City" was referred to the Foreign Affairs 
Committee.8 
Christian Centurx challenged Anfuso's statements by saying the 
majority of Americans did not "think as the Vatican" and the fight 
against communism should not be used as a "criterion by which to justify 
the compromise of other important principles. 119 
From time to time during the Eisenhower years the suggestion was 
made in the Catholic press that the United States should be represented 
at Vatican CityolO John Cogley wrote in Commonweal that Catholics 
tended to be indifferent on this issue because their church could gain 
little from such a tie whereas anti-representation agitation could hurt 
the church, yet he went on 'to say that "as Americans" they had reason to 
be interested because it would be to the advantage of their country. In 
establishing such relations, America would be making a politically 
realistic decision in recognition of the tremendous "political conse-
quences" of the church's moral force. As for the church-state and 
favoritism arguments, Cogley declared: 
The real point is that the Roman Catholic Church is unique. The 
United States cannot ignore it and its influence even if it wanted to 
8u.s., Congressional Record, 83rd Congo, 1st sess., 1953, XCIX, 
A606-607, Al014-15, 86th Cong., 1st sess., 1959, CV, 2209-10, 227l; ·New 
York Times, February 14, 1959, p. 4; 11Diplomatic Ties with the Vatican 
Again Urged in Congress," Christian Century, LXXVI (March 4, 1959), 253. 
9rt added that since there were, for the first time, more Catholics 
than members of any other single denomination in Congress, "all resolu-
tions or bills which threaten the separation of church and state" should 
be watched. Ibid. 
lOone of the first of these should be mentioned, although it did 
not appear in an American Catholic paper. In connection with the Papal 
plea for clemency for the Rosenburgs, convicted atomic-secret spies, 
Vatican City's L'Osservatore strongly hinted that such efforts could have 
been more effective if there had been diplomatic relations between the 
Holy See and the United States. ~York Times, February 14, 1953, p. 1. 
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do so. ~ i1 Liason between Washington and Vatican City ~he conclude4J will 
either be official, regularized, and efficient - or back-door, 
haphazard, and bungling. Recognition of Vatican City as a political 
force will do no more than give frank official status to what now 
has unofficial recognition in every quarter. It will not be enough 
for Mrs. Luce to pick up the telephone. The Vatican is too old, too 
proud, too well established for that kind of back-door diplomacy. 
There will either be forthright diplomatic recognition or the present 
vacuum. 11 
America maintained that the world crisis compelled ."the closest 
cooperation of all those forces capable of working together for a lasting 
peace based upon principles of a Christian moral order," guessing that 
Eisenhower, having emphasized spiritual matters even more than Truman and 
Roosevelt, would be likely to follow in their footsteps by appointing an 
envoy to the Papal court.12 Another America article claimed that the 
United States was not doing "its utmost for peace" as long as it did not 
have diplomatic relations with the Vatican: "The foreign governments and 
peoples who do not understand or care about our domestic reasons cannot 
understand why we ignore the Pope if we are sincerely pledged to peace. 1113 
Robert A. Graham, in his 1959 b~ok on Vatican diplomacy, recognized 
that the governmental functions of the United States were probably more 
separated from ecclesiastical ·functions than were those of any other nation, 
but he believed that the Taylor mission had proved that in spite of this 
fact there could be occasions when relations between the United States and 
the Pontiff were "both useful and necessary" because of 
certain areas of common interest which are neither purely political 
on the one hand nor purely religious and ecclesiastical on the other. 
llJohn Cagley, "Back-Door Diplomacy," Conunonweal, LVII (February 27, 
1953)' 514. 
12"Mr. Truman and Pius XII," America, LXXXIX (May 9, 1953), 154. A 
1954 biography of Pius XII claimed that the United States was beginning 
to realize that it needed to be represented at the Holy See. Halecki, 
Pius XII, p. 371. 
13"Pi\is XII Receives Truman," America, XCV (June 2, 1956), 236. 
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The two parties can enter into formal relations with each other 
without jeopardy either to the purely temporal mission of the first 
or the purely spiritual mission of the second.14 
Another Catholic author said Vatican-American relations "would 
furnish all groups, Catholics and non-Catholics alike, with a pipeline 
to the head of a powerful world organization. 11 15 
A few other sources indicated a belief that the United States 
should have diplomatic relations with the Vatican, including columnist 
David Lawrencel6 former President Truman, 17 and New York Times reader 
Charles Upson Clark, who wrote, "We are foolishly depriving ourselves of 
an unsurpassed listening board, envied by many of the best men in our 
1411The broad question of Peace is o • • the classical case in 
point," he said. Another issue which could require joint political-
spiritual action was that of Palestine's "holy places." Father Graham 
pointed out that there were other similar cases which were "less well 
defined." He argued that the only kind of Vatican-American relations that 
would be satisfactory would involve openly formal diplomatic recognition. 
Robert Ao Graham, Vatican Diplomacy: A Study of Church and State £!! the 
International Plane (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 
1959), pp. 334, 338, 340, 348. America's review of this book by one of 
its associate editors said, "The author hopes that the United States will 
soon join those other nations which hold that separation of Church and 
State does not preclude official diplomatic ties with the Holy See. How-
ever, this is a scholarly treatise rather than a passionate plea for a 
cause." Erich Rola, Review of Vatican Diplomacy by Robert Graham S. J., 
America, CLL (December 19, . 1959), 329. 
15Jerome Go Kerwin, Catholic Viewpoint on Church and State (Garden 
City: Hanover House, 1960), 128. 
16New York Herald Tribune, February 10, 1953, quoted in U.S. 
Congressional Record, 83rd Cong. 1st sess., 1953, XCIX, A606-607. 
17Truman said in Rome that this was a diplomatic question, not a 
religious one. New York Times, May 19, 1956, pp. 5, 11. America com-
mented that it was unlikely that the former chief executive's visit to 
Rome would "do more than help the American people realize what an 
opportunity we are missing." "Pius XII Receives Truman," America, XCV 
(June 2, 1956), 236. 
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foreign service."18 
The other side of the question was stated repeatedly in Protestant 
circles. Episcopal Bishop Leland Stark claimed that the United States did 
not even have a charge d'affaires in Monaco, San Marino, Liechenstein, or 
Andorra, although these states were 3~, 228, 390, and 1146 times larger 
than the Vatican 'respectively. He asked what kind of a state Vatican 
City was when every single inhabitant, including the Pope, was a citizen 
of some other country. Noting that a lack of room in Vatican City would 
force any American ambassador to the Papal court to maintain an office in 
Mrs. Luce's embassy, he asked, "Must we wreck the constitutional policy 
of church-state separation • • • just in order that the Vatican can call 
one American diplomat on the second floor of the American Embassy in Rome 
instead of one on the first floor? 1119 
Anti-representation resolutions were passed ·during the Eisenhower 
years by the New York State Baptist Missionary Convention, the Massa-
f ) 
chusetts Baptist Convention, the United Church Women of Texas, and the 
National Council of the Churches of Christ in the United States of America.20 
The Baptist Joint Committee on Public Affairs expressed a belief that the 
Eisenhower administration would never attempt to send an ambassador to 
18New York Times, October 11, 1958, p. 22. A reply to this letter 
was published a few days later. Ibid., October 25, 1958, p. 201. In 
1957 the National Council of Churches claimed that important Catholic lay 
groups were insisting that Eisenhower send a representative to the Vatican. 
Ibid., February 28, 1957, p. 27. 
19Leland Stark, Another Vatican Envoy? (Washington: 
Other Americans United for Separation of Church and State, 
Protestants and 
J!i. dJ), pp. 1-5. 
20New York Times, October 16, 1953, p. 25, October 29, 1953, p. 19, 
March 12, 1954, p. 19, February 28, 1958, p. 27; National Council of the 
Churches of Christ in the United States· of America, General Board, "A 
Pronouncement: Position of the National Council on Nomination of an 
Ambassador to the Vatican," reaffirmation, March 17, 1954. 
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the Vatican.21 National Council president Eugene Carson Blake in 1955 
criticized the earlier proposals for diplomatic relations with Vatican 
City.22 Glen Archer, leader of Americans United, recommended before the 
Senate Subcommittee on Constitutional Rights in the same year that 
appropriation bills contain provisions prohibiting the use of Government 
money for either an ambassador or a personal representative to the 
Vatican.23 A book published by Harper and Brothers that year claimed that 
Catholics were extremists who wanted to come as close to church-state 
union as possible by such a means as diplomatic relations with Vatican 
City.24 
Americans United said in 1958 that it opposed any 11blanket boycott" 
of candidates from any church but thought that--in view of the stand taken 
by the Roman Catholic Church in opposition to the Supreme Court's de-
cisions on church-state· separation--Catholic office-seekers should be 
asked their position on such matters as an ambassador to the Vatican.25 
Two years later James A.Pike wrote · that since the Vatican was an inde-
pendent state there could be no legitimate objection to having some sort 
of diplomatic relations with it, but went on to say: 
Any possible value, in terms of the large interests of the United 
States, i .n sending a person of top diplomatic rank • • • to so tiny a 
state really rests on the fact that the Pope is the head of a large 
world religious organization. • • • No American, aware of our consti-
tutional tradition, could be in favor of an ambassador to the Pope as 
a religious leader. On the other hand, no American ••• could . make 
a decent argument against our sending to Vatican City a consul or 
21New York Times, May 9, 1953, p. 20. 
22Ibid., September 18, 1955, p. 29. 
23rbid., ·October 15, 1955, p. 4. 
24Merrimon Cuninggim, Freedom's Holy Light (New York: Harper and 
Brothers, 1955), p. 119. 




charge of about the same rank or professional stature as we might 
send to Andorra or Monaco. 
The only way in which the sending of a more important diplomat could be 
justified, said Pike, would be to also send representatives to the World 
Council of Churches, the Ecumenical Patriarch in Istanbul, the Chief Rabbi 
in Jerusalem, the National Council of Churches, the American Council of 
Churches, the National Association of Evangelicals, the Christian Science 
Mother Church and the Mormon Temple in Salt Lake City. He suggested 
asking Catholic candidates for public office two questions: 
1. "Do you favor diplomatic and/or consular representation to 
Vatican City on a basis appropriate to its size and military and 
commercial significance?" • • • 
2. "Do you favor sending an ambassador to the Pope, the head of 
an important world religion'?" If he says "Yes, 11 ••• ask him another 
question: "Then, what is your plan to nrrnnge for diplomatic repre-
sentation to all the other faiths represented by American citizens?" 
We believe if the questions are put this way the issue will wash 
out--both with the candidate and the public.26 
Many of the expressions of opposition to Vatican-American relations 
during the Eisenhower administration centered around three events: the 
presenting of awards by the Vatican to two members of Congress, the death 
of Pope Pius XII, and Eisenhower's audience with Pope John XXIII. Congress 
passed a bill in 1957 allowing Democratic Representatives John W. McCormack 
of Massachusetts and John J. Rooney of New York to accept the Vatican's 
Ecclesiastical Order of St. Gregory the Great. A telegram from Glen L. 
Archer asked Eisenhower to veto this bill because he said it would recog-
nize the Vatican as a foreign power. When the President signed the bill, 
Archer--in behalf of Americans United--deplored . the fact and suggested 
that its logical consequences would be to have all Catholic bishops 
register as agents of a foreign power and to deprive Archbishop Aloysius 
26James A. Pike, ~ Roman Catholic in the White House (Garden City, 
New York: Doubleday and Company, Inc., 1960), pp. 106-110. 
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Muench of his American citizenship for serving as the Vatican's diplo-
matic representative in Germany. Christian Century predicted that the 
McCormack-Rooney affair would be later used by the United States as a 
precedent for sending an ambassador to Vatican City.27 
When Secretary of State John Foster Dulles, Ambassador to Italy 
Clare Boothe Luce, and Atomic Energy Conunissioner John Alex McCone were 
chosen by President Eisenhower to represent the United States at the 
funeral of Pope Pius XII Christian Century conunented: 
Their visit was a courtesy extended by one government to another. 
Our government has no constitutional right to send a representative 
to attend ceremonies involving the head of any ••• religious body. 
• • . The point has significance in relation to the right of two 
American cardinals to vote in the election of a successor to Pius 
XII. • . • Protestants and Other Americans United for the Separation 
of Church and State declare the U.S. cardinals will violate American 
law if they participate in the election of the head of a foreign 
state •••• We hope P.O.A.U. will press its point and test the 
legality of the cardinals' action in the appropriate court.28 
When the President announced in 1959 that he would call on Pope 
John in the course of his tour of Europe and Asia, National Council 
president Edwin T. Dalberg in a telegram cautioned him against allowing 
the visit to be understood as promoting Vatican-American diplomatic re-
lations. Although official sources stated that the visit was a private 
one rather than a state affair, Francis B. Stephens wrote that it served 
to "underline the common elements in Vatican and United States foreign 
policy. 11 Believing that the Vatican could be a "staunch ally" he thought 
it possible that upon Eisenhower's return to Washington the issue of 
27New York Times, July 1, 1957, p. 45, July 12, 1957, p. 2; "Con~ 
gress Recognizes Vatican as State," Christian Century, LXXIV (July 24, 
1957), 885. 
2811Rome Cannot Have it Both Ways," ibid., LXXV (November 5, 1958), 
1261. 
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resuming diplomatic relations with Vatican City would come up. 29 
The Kennedy Years 
I am flatly opposed waid Presidential candidate John Fo Kennedy 
in 1959] to appointment of an ambassador to the Vatican. Whatever 
advantages it might have in Rome--and I'm not convinced of these--
would be more than offset by the divisive effect at home.30 
This statement was applauded by the trustees of Americans United?1 
When the National Conference of Citizens for Religious Freedom, led by 
Norman Vincent Peale, stated that a Catholic President would be under 
"extreme pressure from the hierarchy of his church" to send a repre-
sentative to the Papal court, 32 Kennedy called attention to his statement 
on this subject.33 The group said this was reassuring and asked the 
Roman Catholic hierarchy to join the Massachusetts Senator in his stand. 34 
Having made such a statement, Kennedy could hardly send an ambas-
sador to the Papal court after his victory in the 1960 election. Yet 
there were those who predicted that the United States would soon have a 
representative there--at least after the end of Kennedy's administration. 
One American diplomat was reported to have said, 
The Vatican is too important to leave without our influence. • • • 
Why, they could even launch a holy war against the Communists before 
29New York Times, November 5, 1959, pp. 1, 16, December 4, 1959, 
p. 24, December 6, 1959, p. 34, December 7, 1959, p. 11; Francis B. 
Stevens, "U.S. and the Vatican," U.S. News and World Report, XLVII 
(December 14, 1959), 75. ----
30Fletcher Knebel, "Democratic Forecast: A Catholic in 1960," 
Look, XXIII (March 3, 1959), 17 (cf. New York Times, February 17, 1959, 
p. 1, March 31, 1960, p. 16; U.S., Congressional Record, 86th Cong., 2nd 
sess., 1960, CVI, 8591-92. 
31New York Times, September 8, 1960, pp. 1, 25. 
32Ibid. 
33rbid., September 13, 1960, p. 22. 
34rbid., September 14, 1960, p. 33. 
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we were ready for it! And the Vatican is so important in Latin 
America.35 
Columnist James Reston pointed out that the Pope was a significant factor 
in world affairs--especially after Pacem in Terris had earned him the 
respect of even the connnunist nations. He said, "If there ever was a 
moment for establishing closer communications between the United States 
and the Vatican, this is it."36 Another columnist, c. L. Sulzberger, 
spoke more strongly: 
For illogical and emotional reasons, partly rooted in bias and 
suspicion, the United States has chosen officially to ignore the role 
of the Papacy as a political factor in the material world •••• 
We exchange envoys with tiny states of considerably less impor-
tance •• o • We have even, ••• accredited diplomats to what was 
tantamount to a theocracy. 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • • • 
It is time that Washington acknowledge the need for formal contacts 
with the papal government •••• This has nothing to do with national 
religious practices; it is simply a fact of international life.37 
Roman Catholic Congressman Roman c. Pucinski of Illinois had Sulzberger's 
article included in the Congressional Record, commenting: 
It is my judgment that establishing a closer liason between the 
United States and the Vatican is a subject which deserves the widest 
possible discussion in the United States •••• Surely the Vatican 
today stands as one of the world's impressive forums for the 
exchange of views and ideas in man's unyielding search for peace and 
understanding.38 
When President Kennedy planned his trip to Italy there was 
speculation that he would not visit the Pope for fear that such a move 
would stir up political opposition.41 When he met with the new Pontiff 
35McGurn, E.E· .£!..!:., p. 267. 
36He realized however, that strong moral and political objections 
had been raised. ~York Times, May 17, 1963, p. 32. 
37rbid., June 3, 1963, p. 28. 
38u.s., Congressional Record, 63rd Cong. 1st sess., 1963, CIX, 
A4306-307. 
39New York Times, May 17, 1963, p. 32, May 18, 1963, p. 1. 
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anyway,40 Catholic Review said the "massive lack of protest" over this 
visit was an indication that a renewal of Vatican-American relations 
would not cause disunity.41 
After his return from Europe, Kennedy was asked at a press con-
ference, "Do you feel that it would be fruitful at this time to consider 
setting up some regular channels of communication between the United 
States and the Vatican?" The President's reply was "No •••• It doesn't 
seem to me that there's any need for changing procedures. I don't think 
there is any lack of conununication back and forth."42 These were John F. 
Kennedy's last public words on the subject. 
The Johnson Years 
Soon after Kennedy's assassination, the new President, Lyndon 
Baines Johnson, was asked by a Catholic reporter if he was going to send 
an ambassador to the Vatican. Johnson said he did not think so; he could 
see no need for such representation. When Hubert Humphrey, in 1964, 
spoke of the important information about Africa which the United States 
could get from diplomatic representation at the Vatican, Johnson again 
indicated that he did not plan to send any envoy to the Papal court. 
Humphrey conceded that it was not an opportune time for such an appoint-
ment and denied having any knowledge that the White House was actively 
40He had announced in May that he would visit Pope John XXIII, but 
His Holiness died before the President was able to do so. Ibid., May 
18, 1953, p. 1, June 4, 1963, Po 21. When he met with · Pope Paul VI 
L'Osservatore Romano hinted that the new Pontiff perhaps wanted to establish 
diplomatic relations with the United States. ."Vatican and U. s.: Closer 
Ties?" UoS. News~ World Report, LV (July 15, 1963), 37. 
41~ York Times, July 5, 1963, p. 2. 
42Ibid., July 18, 1963, p. 8. 
"' 
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considering the subject. In 1965 Hearst columnist Marianne Means report-
ed indications from informed sources that the President could still see 
no reason for Vatican-American relations, even though several other 
columnists had predicted a few months earlier that Johnson would soon 
name an envoy to the Vatican.43 
There were still those who urged the President to reopen relations 
with Vatican City. Among them was columnist James Reston, who said: 
There is scarcely an issue of world politics today that does not 
concern the Church and provoke its influential comment. 
In the light of this, .it is odd that the United States is the only 
one of the major non-Communist nations that still does not have 
formal diplomatic representation at the Vatican. 
• • • 0 • • • • 0 0 • • • 0 • 0 0 • • 0 • • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • 
UoS. officials are being told in country after country that 
political leaders cannot hope to deal with the mounting population 
problem o •• unless they get the sympathetic understanding of the 
Roman Catholic Church. 
For the United States not to have the closest possible diplomatic 
relations with the Vatican at such a time of transition both in the 
world and in the Church seems to many observers a misfortune.44 
Robert Pell, who had assisted Vatican envoy Myron c. Taylor, said 
it was necessary for the United States to have regular contact with the 
Vatican in order to benefit from both the facts flowing into the Pope's 
headquarters and the Vatican's wisdom in interpreting them.45 America 
also thought Johnson should send a representative to the Pope. The 
world's other nations were undoubtedly wondering why the United States 
was ignoring "one of the significant forces for peace," it said, and a 
President with the courage to carry on the Vietnam War in the way Johnson 
43Herald-Examiner (Los Angeles), October 3, 1965, p. G-2; "A Cute 
One," Church and State, XVII (April, 1964), 4-5; "The Vatican Thing," 
ibid., XVII (November, 1964), 5; "Rumbles of Vatican Envoy Heard Again," 
ibid., XVIII (June, 1965), 15; New York Times, April 9, 1965, p. 32. -
44rbid. 
45Ibid., May 8, 1965, p. 30. 
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was "should be equally courageous in taking parallel bold steps to re-
inforce our diplomatic offensive in this most significant manner."46 
Senator Claiborne Pell of Rhode Island, a Protestant, said that 
since the objectives of Popes John and Paul--peace and a closer relation-
ship between religious groups--coincided perfectly with America's nation-
al interests, the Johnson administration should "take steps to maintain 
a closer relationship with the Vatican." He pointed to Pope Paul's Asian 
tour as evidence of the Papacy's great influence for peace, saying that 
the United States government "should be in daily, official contact with 
the Catholic Church's campaign to literally save the world from its own 
physical self-destruction" and that not having direct access to the 
information available at the Vatican was putting America at a serious 
disadvantageo The United States could certainly afford to have diplo-
matic relations with Vatican City if strongly Protestant England could. 
He concluded: 
I am not unmindful of the sensitivities of my fellow Protestants. 
I am not asking for immediate diplomatic recognition. What I am 
asking is that the general question of our relationship with the 
Vatican be once again examined by our administration and that some 
sort of rapport or diplomatic relationship be establi~hed, perhaps 
in the form of a personal representative of the President.47 
When Pope Paul came to America's shores to address the United 
Nations, the press showered him with praise.48 Several newspapers re-
47u 0 s., Congressional Record, 89th Cong., 1st sess., CXI (April 29, 
1965), 86770 
48Evening Star (Washington, D. C.), October 4, 1965, p. A-8, 
October 5, 1965, p. A-10; Birmingham ~ews, October 5, 1955, p. 6; 
Chicago Tribune, October 4, . 1965, p. 20; Sunday Star-Bulletin and Adver-
tiser (Honolulu), October 3, 1965, p. 14; Dallas Morning News, October 
5, 1965, p. 20. Christian Science Monitor (Boston), October 4, 1965, 
p. 16. Even among those who had reservations about some aspects of the 
Pope's speech--especially the anti-birth control statement--many praised 
his other remarks. Denver Post, October 5, 1965, p. 17, October 6, 1965; 
Times-Picayune (New Orleans), October 6, 1965, p. 8; Elsen Ruff, "Editor's 
Opinion," Lutheran, III (September 29, 1965), 50, (October 27, 1965), 50; 
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marked on the significant change in the attitude of the American people 
which made such a visit possibleo49 His meeting with President Johnson 
met with general approvalo 5o One paper even hoped Johnson would make a 
return visit to the Vatican.51 There was some speculation concerning the 
possibility that the Pope and the President might discuss a reopening of 
Vatican-American diplomatic relations. 52 
Edward B. Fiske, "A Step Backward?" United Church Herald, VIII (November 
1, 1965), 33. Perhaps the most strongly critical corrnnents were those of 
the Weekly People. Weekly People (New York), October 16, 1965. 
49 11rt wasn't so many years ago that the Pope would not have even 
considered visiting the United States" where "there ••• were strong 
undercurrents of feeling against the church," but "the people of the United 
States have come a long way ••• in toleration and reasonableness" and 
''the Vatican has tal<.en great strides in recognizing man's freedom of 
conscience, and in liberalizing its doctrines in other respects." Deseret 
News (Salt Lake City), October 4, 1965, p. 20. Vermont Royster wrote in 
the Wall Street Journal that not too long ago a Papal visit would have 
brought cries of protest. Two reasons which he gave for the changed 
attitude were the growth of the Catholic population in the United States 
and an increase in religious tolerance "paralleled by an increase in 
religious apathy." . Wall Street Journal (New York), October 7, 1965, p. 14. 
The~ York Herald Tribune gave a similar explanation: "Old passions . 
have largely died away; the polarization which emerged from the Reformation 
and the Counter-Reformation has diminished." New York Herald Tribune, 
October 3, 1965, p. 22. 
5010s Angeles Herald-Examiner, October 4, 1965, p. c-2; Washington 
Post, October 4, 1965, p. A20. The Watchman-Examiner did not object to 
Johnson's conferring with the Pope, but it criticized his going to New 
York to do so. "For the President to leave his office • • • for such an 
audience is only too reminescent of Henry standing in the snows of 
Canossa. o •• It is the act of a politician, not that of a statesman." 
"The President and the Pope," Watchman-Examiner, LIII (October 21, 1965), 
645. Weekly People also interpreted Johnson's trip to New York as a form 
of homageo Weekly People (New York), October 16, 1965, pp. 1, 6. 
5lnelta Democrat-Times (Greenville, Mississippi), October 7, 1965, 
p. 4. 
52"Paul to the UoNo," Time, LXXXVI {September 17, 1965), p. 106; 
Herald-Examiner (Los Angeles) October 3, 1965, p. G-2. 
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Several writers thought the changing attitude of Americans toward 
Catholicism would make them less hostile toward a Vatican embassy pro-
posal. Cornmonweal suggested that because of these diminishing suspicions 
between Protestants and Catholics Congress would support the President 
if he asked for approval of an ambassador to the Holy Seea 53 Marianne 
Means said Catholics would "undoubtedly be pleased" if such an ambassador 
were sent and that there wer Catholic leaders who thought it was an 
opportune time to "push for a Vatican representative," observing: 
The climate now is much more favorable for such a step than it 
was in 1951, for the election of John F. Kennedy killed religious 
prejudice as a major political issue. Additionally, President 
Johnson's new device for providing Federal aid to private school 
pupils without helping the private schools themselves has taken much 
of the sting out of the traditional congroversy over separation of 
church and state.54 
House Speaker John McCormack, who favored sending an envoy to the Vatican, 
thought that the results of the Ecumenical Council had brought about "a 
more favorable climate" for this but was unprepared to say how much 
American opinion on this subject had changed.55 
p 
There were, however, indications that the ecumenical spirit did not 
necessarily beget a favorable attitude toward Vatican-American relations. 
Even in Catholic circles there were fears that an attempt to resume such 
relations would be damaging to that very spirit.56 The fact that Christian 
Century--perhaps the leading ecumenical influence in America--was still 
53The article compared Vatican City to Switzerland as "a good 
place to have a diplomato" It also said "an Ambassador to Vatican City 
is an Ambassador to the Catholic Church." "A 'Listening Post'?" Common-
weal, LXXXII (April 30, 1965), 179-80. 
54Herald-Examiner (Los Angeles), October 3, 1965, p. G-2. 
55John W. McCormack, letter, December 10, 1965. 
56James J. Hennesey, "U. s. Representation at the Vatican," America, 
CXIII (December 4, 1965), 707; Herald-Examiner (Los Angeles), October 3, 
1965, p. G-2. 
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hoping that the issue would not be revived57 suggested that these fears 
may well have been justified. 
Statements by various other Protestant leaders tended to confirm 
the suspicion that Protestantism had not changed its mind about a Vatican 
embassy. c. Stanley Lowell, editor of Church and State, maintained that 
there was a "vast volume of public opinion" in the United States opposed 
to an exchange of ambassadors with the Vatican and that such a move would 
surely "promote intercreedal strifeo"58 Americans United was still, he 
wrote later in 1965, opposed to Vatican-American relations.59 Carl F. H. 
Henry, editor of Christianity Today, said: 
The following statement •• o doubtless reflects the viewpoint of 
many evangelical Christians in the United States: 
1. We believe in the separation of church and state. 
2o The Vatican claim to be a state is patently ridiculous and springs 
only from former times when she exercised both ecclesiastical and 
political control over men and nationso The Unam Sanctam of Boniface 
claims that all political power must be ·subservient to ecclesiastical 
power and the Church is the sun, the state, the moon. This we reject. 
3o Since political recognition of the Vatican carries overtones of 
a false and unbiblical claim, non-Romanists should resist any efforts 
to grant diplomatic recognition to the Vatican as a state. The 
claims of the Church to diplomatic recognition has no basis in juris-
prudence. It is an anomaly. 
4. Everything that is desirable can be handled without such recog-
nition, and recognition would create an unnecessary climate of 
suspicion.60 
Roland R. Hegstad, editor of Liberty, said the Seventh-day Adventist 
denomination still opposed diplomatic relations with the Vatican.61 A 
57"Letter to the Pope," Christian Century, LXXXII (September 1, 
1965), 1052. 
58~ York Times, April 22, 1965, p. 32. 
59c. Stanley Lowell, letter, October 20, 19650 
60carl F. H. Henry, letter, November 18, 1965. 
61Thelma Wellman, Liberty editorial secretary, letter, January 6, 
1966. 
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poll of the Protestant ministers in California's Conejo Valley revealed 
nearly-unanimous opposition to Vatican-American relations even after the 
end of 1965. 62 
Books by such authors as Arvo Manhatton were still being published 
in the United States and were likely to influence the opinions of .Ameri-
can citizens. Manhattan's 1965 book said diplomatic relations with the 
Vatican differed from normal relations between states because the nuncio 
was "the official agent of a power claiming partial or complete sover-
eignty within and outside the country to which he has been accredited, 
with the ability to mobilize part o-f the nation and even the whole nation 
against the government itself." Manhattan declared that in the United 
States church-state separation, "being one of the fundamental bases of the 
Constitution," made it "legally impossible for the American government and 
the Vatican to exchange regular 'official' diplomatic representatives."63 
The opinion of Gerald R. Ford, Minority Leader of the House of, 
Representatives, was: 
In the light of the first amendment to our Constitution, and in 
view of our traditional policy ••• I do not believe a full-fledged 
ambassador should be appointed to the Holy See. 
0 • • 0 • • • 0 0 • • • 0 • • • • • • • 0 • • 0 0 0 • • • • 0 • • • • 
However, ••• the conduct of our foreign affairs is primarily the 
responsibility of the President and his Secretary of State. It seems 
to me that if any President in the discharge of this responsibility 
finds that it would be to his advantage and to the national interest 
to have his personal representative at the Vatican, that he should be 
permitted and encouraged to do so. It seems to me that his personal 
representative would bring to the President and our country all the 
advantages that would accrue to full diplomatic relations, without 
621 asked each of the ministers I was able to contact if they 
thought the United States should send an ambassador to Vatican City. 
Except for one person who declined to state an opinion the Protestants all 
replied, "no." · 
63Arvo Manhattan, Vatican Imperialism in~ Twentieth Century 
(Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan Publishing House, 1965), pp. 171, 
177. 
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creating division among our people and without violating the princi-
ples of the first amendment.64 
On the other hand, there were Catholic sources which professed 
indifference. Robert A. Graham wrote in America: 
The American Catholic • o • has nothing in particular to gain and 
perhaps something to lose from United States-Vatican relations. Under 
the present circumstances, neither the American Catholic nor the Pope 
has anything to complain about. I doubt that in the 1960 Presidential 
campaign the late John F. Kennedy lost many Catholic votes because of 
his declared opposition. It is only when the average Catholic senses 
a note of bigotry in outcries against various proposals of such re-
lations that he makes it a point of honor ••• to come to the other 
sideo65 
Reverend Eugene A. Gibb, Secretary to the Archbishop of Los Angeles, 
stated: 
The Church has no particular attitude with regard to this matter. 
The advantages are with governments who partake with the diplomatic 
envoy from other nations who serve as representatives to the Vatican. 
This is regarded as a very important diplomatic exchange and regard-
ed highly. 66 
The New York Times predicted that Johnson would not soon bring the -------
issue upo 67 Official sources emphasized that the Pope's trip to America 
was not a state visit and tried to make Johnson's meeting with His Holiness 
appear coincidenta1.68 After the 46-minute talk between the two important 
64Gerald R. Ford, letter, December 10, 1965. 
65Robert A. Graham, "Another Point of View," America, CXIII 
(December 4, 1965), 710. Another article in the same issue of America 
said sending an envoy to the Pope as a political ruler "would be a 
subterfuge." James J. Hennesey, "U.S. Representation at the Vatican," 
ibid., CXIII (December 4, 1965). 
66Eugene A. Gibb, letter, November 15, 1965. 
67New York Times supplementary material, October 3, 1965, p. 2. 
68"Paul to the U.N.,,.Time, LXXXVI (September 17, 1965), p. 106; ~ 
York Times, September 9, 1965, p. 16, supplementary material, October 5, 
1965, p. 100 Christian Science Monitor implied that had it been con-
sidered a state visit it would not have approved. Christian Science 
Monitor (Boston), October 4, 1965, p. 16. 
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men it was announced that no specific proposals had been exchanged and 
that the question of diplomatic relations had not been raised.69 
By not attempting to renew Vatican-.American relations, Johnson 
appeared to be following a politically wise policy, because the issue 
remained a potential powder keg. If he appointed an ambassador to 
Vatican City Johnson would be taking a big risk--unless he could as-
certain that the rank and file of Protestantism, growing increasingly 
apathetic on religious matters, would not be as quick to follow the 
suggestions of their spiritual leaders as they had been in 1951. 
69New York Times, October 5, 1965, pp. 1,2. 
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Sources of Telegrams Sent to the White House Regarding the Vatican 
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The debate over American diplomatic relations with the Vatican 
is almost as old as the Republic. It became a matter of serious concern--
especially for many Protestant leaders--when Franklin D. Roosevelt 
appointed Myron C. Taylor to be his "personal representative" to His 
Holiness. This concern was increased by the continuation of Taylor's 
mission after Roosevelt's death and the end of World War II. The White 
House received protesting letters from a wide variety of sources. One 
of the most outspoken critics of this mission was Christian Century. 
Resolutions urging Taylor's recall were passed by several Protestant 
groups. When a delegation of leading clergymen presented some of these 
to President Harry S. Truman, Cardinal Spellman violently denounced their 
action. Many--but by no means all--of those who shared with the Cardinal 
a desire for the continuation of the Taylor mission were Catholics. 
Truman promised the Protestant delegation that Taylor's office would be 
closed when peace was made. 
Taylor's 1950 resignation produced a stream of resolutions, letters, 
articles, and speeches requesting that he not be replaced. There were 
also many voices--especially in Catholic circles--urging the appointment 
of a new Vatican envoy. Public opinion polls taken during this period 
indicated that Catholics were strongly in favor of sending another envoy 
to the Papal court but that Protestants tended to be indifferent-~in 
spite of the increasing opposition coming from their denominations and 
their clergymen. 
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An overwhelming deluge of protesting letters and telegrams 
followed Truman's October, 1951, nomination of General Mark Clark as 
American ambassador to Vatican City. Protestant clergymen, organi-
zations, and publications waged a vigorous fight against the proposal--
especially on Reformation Sunday. The only major Protestant denomi-
nation in which there was substantial clerical disagreement on this .issue 
appeared to be the Episcopal Church. Even in Jewish circles there seemed 
to be a tendency to oppose the Clark nomination, although some rabbis 
favored Vatican-American relations. Catholic leaders and publications 
generally approved of the President's action. Many members of Congress 
seemed reluctant to conunit themselves on this issue. There were probably 
more secular newspapers that supported the appointment than there were 
opposing it. 
The results of public opinion polls on the Clark affair suggested 
that the average Catholic definitely favored diplomatic relations with the 
Vatican, that most Protestants had apparently become convinced in a very 
short time that the United States should not be represented at the Papal 
court, and that Democrats were more favorable to the Vatican embassy idea 
than Republicans. 
After the Clark nomination was withdrawn many Protestant leaders, 
publications, and organizations--along with such ·secular periodicals as 
Nation and New Republic--declared that no Vatican ambassador would be 
acceptable to them. Opposition letters continued to arrive at the offices 
of political leaders in Washington. On the other hand, various Catholics 
urged that a new nomination be submitted. A 1952 rider that would have 
prevented the appropriation of money for an interim appointment passed 
the House of Representatives with the support of Republicans and Southern 
iii 
Democrats but was killed in the Senate. 
Presidents Eisenhower, Kennedy, and Johnson indicated various 
degrees of opposition to the idea of diplomatic relations with the 
Vatican, although there were during their administrations periodic at-
tempts in the press and in Congress to revive the issue. At the end of 
1965 it appeared that the battle lines had changed little. Although some 
Catholics were professing disinterest in the subject othe·rs were still 
urging a renewal of re.lations. Statements from individuals and organi-
zations which had previously opposed relations with Vatican City--
including the ecumenically-minded Christian Century--indicated that they 
continued to do so. Yet informed obserers wondered if the ecumenical 
spirit had not reduced the degree of alarm with which the average Pro-
testant viewed the possibility of sending an American ambassador to 
Vatican City. 
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